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Abstract
ESL students make a small population in rural, remote secondary schools. One ESL student can
have a profound impact on the academic measures taken on state accountability tests. The gap
between an ESL student’s achievement and that of native English speaking peers is
disproportionate. The actions of principals and campus leaders directly impact the teacher’s
ability to support English lanaguage learners’ (ELL) ESL needs. A problem exists on what
principals and campus leaders can do to help ESL students’ needs in a rural, remote secondary
setting. The purpose of this exploratory single case study was to identify the actions campus
leaders and principals take toward promoting professional development for ELL practices in
rural, remote Texas secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. This singleexploratory case study investigated one remote rural school in East Texas using a questionnaire
and semistructured interview. The study findings indicated that principals and campus leaders
encourage but do not require professional development specific to ESL practice and pedagogy
but relate other training and professional development to apply to many populations. Teachers,
campus leaders, and principals find the smaller population is a factor in the professional
development and services provided to the ESL population. As a result, campus leaders and
principals need to examine ESL students’ proficiency and adjust professional development on
ESL pedagogy and practice to serve the ESL rural, remote population better.
Keywords: campus leaders, principals, ESL professional development, secondary
education, rural, remote
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Chapter 1: Introduction
English Language Learners (ELLs) are experiencing school failure relative to Englishspeaking peers at alarming rates due in no small part to their difficulties acquiring English
proficiency (Martínez et al., 2014). According to Rojas et al. (2019) numerous studies indicate
that ESL students lag behind in academic achievement from that of their English speaking peers.
Standardized achievement tests in Texas measure all students’ achievement, including those
whose first language is not English (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-c). Texas rural, remote
secondary schools with small numbers of ELLs have unintended consequences of meeting
standards relating to accountability reporting for ELLs (Romo et al., 2018). These accountability
provisions require schools to demonstrate adequate yearly progress (AYP), and the provisions
are disproportionately evident for small rural schools where a single student’s performance
affects an entire group’s scores despite the challenges ELLs face in acquiring English (Brenner,
2016). Wieczorek and Manard (2018) argued that to meet the accountability measures, the
campus leader or principal role is critical to the integration of learning for the teachers under that
leader’s direction.
Munguia (2017) supported the claim that a campus leader or principal is critical to ELLs’
educational success, driving sustaining relationships to impact ELL academic achievement. In
conjunction with campus leaders, teachers who serve and support the needs of ELLs pose unique
challenges for themselves (Tran, 2015). Reyes and Garcia (2014) stated that leadership
consistently is identified as a factor in measuring the progress of English language development
in second language learners, which is monitored by accountability assessments such as the Texas
English Language Proficiency Assessment (TELPAS). The integration of campus leadership
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increases the efficacy of assessments like TELPAS, which measures the growth and
development of a student’s English language proficiency from year to year (Zarei et al., 2019).
Among the unique challenges of measuring progress, emphasis from campus leaders on
professional development and strategies is associated with ELL instruction. For example, Reyes
and Garcia (2014) explained that a campus leader or principal who focused on the achievement
of ELLs directed their efforts on professional development to drive daily education and
intervention. Reyes and Garcia noted that the focus on professional development was vital to
turning around a failing school with ELLs. Munguia (2017) also reported the leadership believed
that providing teachers with professional development for teachers to gain knowledge and
improve their teaching was necessary. Therefore, supporting teachers toward improving their
strategies is the first step to improving student achievement (Babinski et al., 2018).
Policies such as the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) promote the improvement of
instructional practices and experiences of ELL teachers who impact the learning of ELLs
(Fredricks & Warriner, 2016). The ESSA provides power to the state to determine accountability
for special populations of students (United States Department of Education, 2020b).
Furthermore, Texas policy, as mandated by the ESSA, requires that districts provide ELL
students with English as a second language (ESL) instructional programs along with parental
approval for placement or opt-out of such programs (Slama et al., 2017). However, federal
education policy does not account for rural needs; this is a concern of rural educators (Brenner,
2016). Rural, remote secondary schools, as a whole, experience a less robust influence of
policies in which to implement instructional programs (Edgerton & Desimone, 2018). As a
result, a rural, remote secondary school setting has unique differences compared to an urban
school when dealing with educational policy mandates (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2015).
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The State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) is a state-mandated test
administered beginning in third grade, increasing the scrutiny of students’ academic performance
with each continuous grade level (Palmer et al., 2016). Another Texas assessment is the Texas
English Language Proficiency Assessment Standard (TELPAS), which monitors the ELL
population’s language proficiency in English (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-d). Texas policy
mandates campus leadership to be more productive and place added pressure on already stressful
positions as a rural campus leader (Stewart & Matthews, 2015). Stewart and Matthews (2015)
recommended that teachers adapt their professional practices to effectively meet the students’
needs while simultaneously preparing them to reach state standard achievement scores on the
STAAR and TELPAS. In addition, Franco (2019) suggested that teachers learn and adjust at
their own pace, yet leaders’ experiences influence them. Different leadership actions affect the
teachers in their schools. Investigating the campus leader’s emphasis in small rural, remote
Texas secondary schools helps us consider issues of ELLs not acquiring English proficiency
unique to ESL programs within a rural context (Gagnon & Mattingly, 2015).
Texas mandates that school districts utilize English language proficiency standards
(ELPS) to support ELL second language development in conjunction with the Texas Essential
Knowledge and Skills test (TEKS; Texas Education Agency, n.d.-a). The ELPS and TEKS are
state-adopted standards describing the appropriate content taught per grade level. Teachers use
the TEKS to teach the subject area curriculum. At the same time, the ELPS outlines the support
necessary for ELLs to successfully acquire social and academic language proficiency (Texas
Education Agency, n.d.-a). Students first identify as having limited English proficiency (LEP) or
non-LEP, beginning with registration through a home language survey. The home language
survey indicates what language is spoken most frequently in the home. Next, the language
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proficiency assessment committee (LPAC) performs diagnostic testing to determine the level of
English proficiency the student begins with and then recommends the student for placement into
the ESL program. Students are placed in the ESL program after identification unless a parent
denies program services.
As ELL students enter the ESL program and go through their educational careers,
students acquire academic content knowledge through the TEKS (Texas Education Agency, n.d.a). The Texas Education Agency states that students also receive support through the ELPS.
Supported services ensure students identified as ESL have effective second language acquisition
integration (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-a). Texas state assessments such as the STAAR and
TELPAS provide data about how or if the student is progressing through an increased level of
English language proficiency (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-c). Therefore, the campus leader’s
or principal’s actions fulfill the district requirement of meeting effective instruction for second
language acquisition (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-a).
Texas ESL policy funds students served in secondary second language programs to help
districts meet ELL students’ needs to meet the state standards on the STAAR and TELPAS
(Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017). However, the Texas Education Agency (2019b) indicated
that 44,687 ELLs are not enrolled in any second language acquisition programs. This number
suggests that students who are not registered are not receiving ELL services because of denial
into the program or misidentification, indicating students are taking state STAAR and TELPAS
tests yet not receiving the help they need (Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017). Zarei et al.
(2019) agreed that holding schools accountable for students not meeting the standards for
STAAR and TELPAS is biased and does not show the students’ capability.

5
Local stakeholders hold responsibility for the STAAR and TELPAS accountability
measures placed on the district (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-d). McKibben (2019) stated that
campus leaders or principals often have the most power in guiding the implementation of state
accountability policies. The Texas Education Agency’s (n.d.-a) 19 TAC, Chapter 74 on
curriculum requirements stated that quality classroom instruction means providing content-based
instructions with second language accommodations. The campus leader or principal is a
determining factor for instructional decisions and supporting the students’ academic achievement
(Munguia, 2017). Consequently, Munguia (2017) concluded that the teacher’s instructional
decisions to support ELL students’ second language acquisition connect to an ELL student’s
academic progress. Therefore, Texas stakeholders have prioritized the investigation as to what
instructional decisions their teachers are performing to meet their ELL students’ needs (Slama et
al., 2017).
All ELL students attending a Texas public school are required to take the STAAR test if
participating in a general education setting and the TELPAS test if the student is identified as an
ELL student (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-d). Although the testing results are biased (Zarei et
al., 2019), the results of such assessments are still published. Jiménez-Castellanos and Garcia
(2017) emphasized that around 60% of Texas secondary schools do not report testing results if
less than five ELLs represent the tested students at a grade level. Also, Jiménez-Castellanos and
Garcia (2017) noted that an issue exists because Texas has small rural, remote secondary schools
with very few ELLs per grade level. Slama et al. (2017) indicated that instructional programs for
ELLs are limited and warrant observation.
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Statement of the Problem
On average, ELLs score well below their English-speaking peers on assessments
(Jiménez-Castellanos & Garcia, 2017). In their study of middle and high schools in Texas,
Jiménez-Castellanos and Garcia (2017) described ELL students’ academic achievement as
“meager” (p. 328). The linguistic characteristics of these single students vary widely; while other
ELL students achieve English proficiency, others classify them as ELLs after several years of
English instruction (Mosqueda et al., 2016). One student can have a profound impact on a rural,
remote school’s accountability measure (Romo et al., 2018). Romo et al. stated teachers in rural
school districts take responsibility for identifying, assessing, and planning for instruction;
however, rural schools might not have the resources to provide ELL services, such as experience
or personnel. A majority of ill-prepared campus leadership, principals, and teachers do not know
how to provide practical instruction for millions of poor and minority students (Reyes & Garcia,
2014).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative exploratory single case study was to identify campus
leaders’ actions that promote professional development for ELL practices in rural, remote Texas
secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. A questionnaire and interview of
the campus leaders in charge of ELL services from rural, remote schools in Texas emphasized
professional development on pedagogy and practices. The questionnaire and interview invited
primary participants to identify how their leadership emphasizes or implements professional
development geared toward ELL instruction. Munguia (2017) stated that the campus leader or
the principal is the driving force to influence the practice and pedagogy toward their teacher’s

7
overall influence over an ELL’s achievement. The downside of not emphasizing ELL
professional development can diminish the quality of teaching offered to ELLs.
Research Questions
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote secondary
schools in East Texas?
RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
Significance of Study
The conversation between accountability and administrative support for rural teacher
pedagogy concerning ELL students warrants research. A knowledge gap exists concerning
understanding educational leaders’ actions on meeting the diverse needs of ELL students in rural,
remote secondary schools in East Texas. To benefit ELL populations of 20 individuals or less in
rural, remote Texas secondary schools, a qualitative exploratory single case study on the campus
leader’s descriptions of actions that influence pedagogy and professional development for ELL
teachers is essential because a proper understanding of ELL instructional practices will inform
institutions on areas that need to be supported (Zerey, 2018). Learning more about a rural
principal or campus leader’s knowledge and actions stemming from ELL policy and practice
might offer insight into how to implement change to serve better small populations with less than
20 individual ELLs per grade level.
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Definition of Key Terms
Adequate yearly progress. Under the No Child Left Behind Act, each state establishes a
definition of ‘adequate yearly progress’ (AYP) to use each year to determine the achievement of
each school district and school (United States Department of Education, n.d.).
Adult learner. Yarbrough (2018) defines that adult learners are often employed full time
with dependents, among which teachers and other professionals fit into this category.
Basic interpersonal communication skills. Basic interpersonal communication skills
(BICS) is defined by the United States Department of Education (n.d.) as “The language ability
required for verbal face-to-face communication” (p. 5). This sometimes is referred to as basic
conversational language (United States Department of Education, n.d.).
Cognitive academic language proficiency. Cognitive academic language proficiency
(CALP) is the language ability required for academic achievement (United States Department of
Education, n.d.). This is referred to as language comprised of academic vocabulary necessary to
understand educational concepts for academic achievement (United States Department of
Education, n.d.).
English as a second language. A program of techniques, methodology, and special
curriculum designed to teach ELL students English language skills, which may include listening,
speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and cultural orientation. English as a
second language (ESL) instruction is usually in English with little use of [a student’s] native
language (United States Department of Education, n.d.). English as a second language refers to
programs and services provided to ELL students.
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English language learner. A national-origin-minority student who is limited English
proficient. This term is often preferred over limited English proficient (LEP) as it highlights
accomplishments rather than deficits (United States Department of Education, n.d.).
English language proficiency standards. The English language proficiency standards in
this section outline English language proficiency level descriptors and student expectations for
ELLs (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-b).
Language proficiency. Refers to the degree to which the student exhibits control over
the use of language, including the measurement of expressive and receptive language skills in the
areas of phonology, syntax, vocabulary, and semantics and includes the areas of pragmatics or
language use within various domains or social circumstances. Proficiency in a language is judged
independently and does not imply a lack of proficiency in another language (United States
Department of Education, n.d.).
Language proficiency assessment committee (LPAC). Each school district that is
required to offer bilingual education and special language programs shall establish a language
proficiency assessment committee. Each committee shall include a professional bilingual
educator, a professional transitional language educator, a parent of a limited English proficiency
student, and a campus administrator. The committee reviews students’ status of language
proficiency, makes recommendations concerning support and placement, and reviews and
monitors each ELL’s progress toward proficiency (Texas Education Code §29.063, n.d.).
Limited English proficient (LEP). Limited English proficient (see ELL; United States
Department of Education, n.d.).
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No Child Left Behind. An act to close the achievement gap with accountability,
flexibility, and choice so that no child is left behind (No Child Left Behind [NCLB] Act of
2002).
Non-limited English proficient (non-LEP). Non-English proficient (United States
Department of Education, n.d.).
Pedagogy. The method and practice of teaching, especially as an academic subject or
theoretical concept (Merriam-Webster, n.d.).
Remote. Defined as an area that is more than 10 miles from an urbanized area or from an
urban cluster of towns. The Texas Education Agency (n.d.-b) defined a rural territory as one that
is more than 25 miles from an urbanized area and also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster.
Rural. Most literature defines rural schools as small understandings of population density
and proximity to urban areas (Kettler et al., 2016). The Texas Education Agency (2019b) defines
“A rural district has either (a) an enrollment of between 300 and the median district enrollment
for the state and an enrollment growth rate over the past five years of less than 20%, or (b) an
enrollment of fewer than 300 students” (para. 8).
State of Texas assessment of academic readiness. A series of state-mandated
standardized tests given to Texas public school students in grades three through eight and those
enrolled in five specific high school courses. First given in spring 2012, STAAR is based on the
state’s curriculum standards called the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (Texas Education
Agency, n.d.-a).
Texas English language proficiency assessment system. An assessment for the
progress limited English proficient (LEP) students make in learning the English language (Texas
Education Agency, n.d.-a).
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Chapter Summary
English Language Learner students at rural, remote Texas secondary schools typically
underperform their urban counterparts. As a result, the increasing number of ELLs in U.S.
classrooms has created a need for informed leadership practices that affect these populations
(Tran, 2015). Understanding how the administration supports the policy and practice to serve
these small populations of ELLs requires more research. With accountability due to NCLB and
AYP being reformed into the ESSA, the discourse between the knowledge and pedagogy of
teachers and leaders in rural, remote communities grows. Understanding what classifies a student
as an ELL and what professional development is provided leads to inquiry about the campus
leadership actions toward increasing the efficacy of teacher pedagogy.
This qualitative study, based on adult learning theory and principal leadership, explored
the influences on implementing a change to ELL’s services and warrants further investigation.
This exploratory single case study investigated the key stakeholders in the ELL population’s
academic achievement in a rural, remote secondary school. The following review of the literature
provides an overview of a gap in research to investigate. The literature review investigates
themes to understand policy changes at the federal and state level. The literature also provides
themes based on adult learning theory and how teachers’ perceptions influence practice and
pedagogy. Finally, the literature examines the extent to which principals and campus leaders
influence the teachers in participating in professional development and ELL pedagogy.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The purpose of this study was to provide an understanding of the actions of campus
leaders toward the professional development of ELL practices in rural, remote schools serving
less than 20 ELLs per grade level. The literature review provides background on the influence of
policy from the top down of federal policy to Texas state policies that influences the ELL
population. Research further explains the effects of policy on ELL achievement and how
teachers attend professional development in response. The literature also explains how teachers’
perceptions influence practice and pedagogy. Critically, the literature review explains the
integration of adult learning theory and principal leadership influence on the pedagogy of
teachers toward ELL students.
Adult Learning Theoretical Framework
The theory for adult learning plays into the dynamics of professional development
through the theory’s connection relating to adult learners. Adult learners are often employed full
time with dependents (Yarbrough, 2018). Teachers fit the category of adult learners defined by
Yarbrough (2018). An adult teacher approaches professional development for learning, yet each
individual comes with varying experience levels (Gouthro, 2019). Also, Gouthro supported the
findings that adult experiences and context affect how a person approaches teaching and
learning. Therefore, if an adult learner believes one program over another is essential to learning,
they will perform those strategies when teaching.
Furthermore, Gouthro (2019) stated that one’s assumptions about learning shape his or
her assumptions about teaching. Consequently, assumptions stem from experiences developed
throughout an adult’s life. In agreement, Yarbrough (2018) stated that adults use a basis of
experiences for understanding and pursuing skills necessary for problem-solving. The
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professional development provided determines the learning procured from a foundation of
experience. To confirm, Cox (2015) stated that adults have an abundance of work and life
experience, which drives learning. Adult learning theory is based on understanding how a
teacher learns and the individual’s development (Gouthro, 2019).
Gouthro (2019) agreed that adult learning plays an integral role in the actions taken by
teachers after professional development. Learner’s experiences are reinforced through
perceptions, thinking, and performance based on their learning process (Morris, 2019). A
teacher’s learning is dependent on the context, such as modality of education and motivation in
the form of leadership support (Whitworth & Chiu, 2015). Therefore, Whitworth and Chiu
concluded that the leadership within the institution affects the learning the ELL teacher pursues.
The adult learning theory indicates that support is necessary to the process (Yarbrough, 2018).
For that reason, support from campus leaders suggests an essential element for adult learning.
The campus leaders provide teacher support to develop learning for ELL strategies at the
organizational or campus level according to Roumell (2019). Roumell indicated adult learning
literature sustained that it is essential for learning to be supported at the organizational level, and
the leadership at the campus level is integral to motivating teachers to learn strategies about ELL
instruction. However, Cox (2015) expressed that adult learners will learn when they are
internally motivated and see a need to solve a problem. The internal motivation of teachers is
dependent on the level of emphasis the ELL achievement gap identifies as a problem.
Adult learning taking place in professional development is about acquiring knowledge
and transferring that learning to practice. Roumell (2019) stated that failure would result if a
teacher does not transfer professional development knowledge into the context of practice.
Therefore, teachers with the intention of learning possibly fail to transfer the learning into
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practice for ELL students. Roumell suggested that learning transfer brings about change in the
person’s perspective, thinking, and actions. Therefore, a teacher’s perspective, thinking, and ELL
pedagogy changes when learning takes place from professional development. According to Cox
(2015), adult learning occurs when the learner sees relevance from learning the concepts.
Therefore Cox and Roumell agreed that learning according to relevance changes how a person
transfers knowledge and puts the concepts into action. Roumell (2019) stated that practicing in
context promotes the mindful transfer of what was learned. Consequently, Roumell identified
that changing how a teacher learns ELL pedagogy concerning his or her context promotes the
actions of transferring ESL strategies into action. Tran (2015) supported the concept of
confidence in transferring instructional practices, making for more robust efficacy toward
teaching to the specific needs of ELLs.
Acquiring knowledge through professional development utilizing an adult learning theory
framework poses an inquiry into the best methods for instruction toward adult learners. Adult
education requires innovative, creative, and various approaches to support learning (Walter,
2019). Multiple elements of knowledge affect the transference of learning. Walter supported that
collective learning experiences and authentic relationships contribute to adult learning.
Experiences spur adult learning, and Whitworth and Chiu (2015) stated that young adult learners
tend to approach knowledge through newer strategies while older adult learners tend to extend
the knowledge already obtained. For example, new teachers attend professional development to
learn new strategies while teachers with more years of experience attend to clarify understanding
of ELL strategies already learned.
Still, emotions influence the process of gaining knowledge in adult learners. Walter
(2019) explained that emotions play a role in how the person acquires knowledge and should be
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a part of the process. Emotional support leads to the perceptions adult learners have toward
professional development (PD). Saberi and Amiri (2016) stated that adult learners must have a
say in their development. For this reason, adult learners as teachers need to find relevance and
context from which to apply PD concepts. Abbott et al. (2018) utilized Vygotsky’s (1978)
theory, which suggested that learning occurs in context within the community’s social
interactions. Whitworth and Chiu (2015) supported that a community of teachers and leaders
requires an emotional connection to promote learning. Whitworth and Chiu also expressed that
collective participation supports professional learning and practices according to adult learning
theory. However, all learning and promotion of support toward teachers must still maintain and
adhere to individual students’ rights. Over time, the educational system has implemented federal
policies to ensure individual students’ rights are being met.
Federal English Language Learner Policy
Two significant events in history spurred the rights of ELL students to participate equally
in educational programs. These events include the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal
Educational Opportunity Act of 1974 (Barrow & Markman-Pithers, 2016). The Civil Rights Act
of 1964 (CRA) prohibits school districts from receiving federal assistance if they exclude
students or deny benefits or discriminate against them based on national origin, color, or race
(United States Department of Education, 2015). The CRA prohibits school districts from
excluding students because they come from another nation or speak another language. Therefore,
schools are obligated to provide services and communication to both students and parents who
identify as English Language Learners (ELLs) or limited English proficient (LEP; United States
Department of Education, 2020a).
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Historically, the development from CRA to the Equal Educational Opportunity Act of
1974 spurred further legislation. The Equal Educational Opportunity Act of 1974 (EEOA) falls
under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and further specifies the actions necessary by each state.
Article 20 of the United States Code §1203(f) states that the statute “specifically prohibits states
from denying equal educational opportunity by the failure of an educational agency to take
appropriate action to overcome language barriers that impede equal participation by its students
in its instructional programs” (Office of Law Revision Counsel. United States Code, 2000d).
Therefore, states are required to provide second language acquisition programs to overcome
language barriers.
No Child Left Behind Act
Further legislation was developed since the implementation of the EEOA incumbency in
1974. As a result of these federal policies, in 2001, the No Child Left Behind Act sought to
legislate practices regarding English as second language acquisition and monitor learning
through standardized tests (Goodwin, 2017). Federal policy initiated the mandate of standardized
tests that monitored ELL progress. Barrow and Markman-Pithers (2016) stated, “With the
passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Title III established federal formula grants for
states to support the needs of English learner students aged 3–21, to help them attain English
language proficiency” (p. 160). The supported needs monitored by standardized tests were meant
to measure ELLs and non-ELL students’ achievement. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was
intended to close the achievement gap, but its implementation caused a discourse between
teacher education and those to whom they teach, such as the low socioeconomic demographic
predominately in the learning English as a second language category (Whitenack & Swanson,
2013). The gap in achievement between ELL and non-ELL students placed pressure on schools
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at the district level (Goodwin, 2017). Goodwin (2017) stated NCLB put pressure on schools to
meet adequate yearly progress (AYP), a federal measure on state standardized tests.
Research from Giles et al. (2020) has indicated that AYP monitors the pressures of
NCLB. Because of NCLB’s increased pressure on accountability measures, the ELLs poor
performance was highlighted as well as the inadequate resources available to teach ELLs (Giles
et al., 2020). In many ways, the educational policy serves as a driving force toward testing and
accountability measures (Zoch, 2017). The ELL expectation pressures increase with inadequate
resources, and the pressure of policy influenced accountability measures. Briscoe (2014)
suggested that NCLB puts pressure on teachers and students with unrealistic expectations to
increase achievement.
However, the expectations of increased success fall to campus leaders to direct the
teachers in the proper implementation of ELL services. While NCLB structures the federal
mandates, state policies structure the campus leaders’ actions to monitor ELLs’ language
development (Giles et al., 2020). Campus leaders look to the teachers to provide proper
pedagogy for the ELL students and to show increased achievement. Teachers instruct to meet
adequate yearly progress (AYP), which stems from NCLB and presents a problem for those
students seeking to learn English as a second language (Whitenack & Swanson, 2013).
Therefore, Zoch (2017) indicated the teacher’s pedagogy and professional development directly
impact English as a second language measurement of progress. Zoch stated the increased
pressure of policy directly affects the local level’s actions and is often ongoing and reactionary.
Yet, reform of NCLB and AYP demanded better outcomes without properly supporting the
students and local communities (Young, 2018).
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No Child Left Behind Reform
No Child Left Behind reform emphasized standards and accountability, restricting
teachers’ autonomy but catered to the more affluent and higher-performing schools (Whitenack
& Swanson, 2013). In 2015, President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA),
which replaced NCLB (Brenner, 2016). As a result of this reform, improving English language
proficiency under the ESSA of 2015 required every state to have an accountability system
(Moreno-Recio et al., 2018) from the United States Department of Education (2016). The power
shifted from a federal measure to states, creating unique measurement instruments to support
ELL learners. Slama et al. (2017) agreed with Barlow et al. (2018), indicating ESSA ‘ensured’
states created high standards while maintaining best practices. Yet, ELL students still faced the
task of passing accountability measurement instruments while acquiring English as a second
language. Goodwin (2017) argued that ESSA does not promise to alleviate the discourse ELL
students face in learning English as a second language. However, research of the ESSA indicated
that states are given the ability to create a unique monitoring system to assess student learning
(Opalka et al., 2019). Opalka et al. stated the states control the monitoring system for measuring
ELL student second language acquisition.
Texas Policy
The ESSA shifts the focus from federal to state and local institutions making decisions
regarding accountability (Romo et al., 2018). Therefore, Texas instituted the identification
criteria to monitor ELL students within the Texas public school system (Texas Education Code,
2020). Like other states, Texas requires schools to adopt identification and exit criteria to
determine a student’s classification as an ELL (Romo et al., 2018). Texas Education Code (2020)
stated that Texas takes several steps to maintain compliance related to ESSA. One such step is
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the special populations of ELLs or LEP students require identification criteria for local school
districts to serve them. Additionally, the Texas Education Agency mandates schools in Texas use
a home language survey upon enrollment to determine the eligibility of a student identified as
LEP along with other language proficiency assessments approved by the state.
States mean to be innovative with their accountability systems; however, their
achievement is documented over time noted Romo et al. (2018). Romo et al. explained that the
accountability systems adapt to changes to measure progress, yet the documentation of
achievement over time is necessary to determine achievement (Bae, 2018). The Texas Education
Agency (n.d.-a) indicated that ELLs must be evaluated using the designated assessments per
grade level along with a portfolio and teacher notes to determine the ELLs’ readiness to achieve
the same level as their English-speaking peers academically. District responsibility falls to
documenting and planning accordingly to meet the needs of maintaining student progress (Romo
et al., 2018).
School districts in Texas must identify limited English proficient students (LEP) and
provide English as a second language (ESL) strategies (Texas Education Code, 2020). Also,
Texas districts must assess their language acquisition annually through the Texas English
Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) and monitor the students for four years
after reaching proficiency status. Bigham et al. (2014) emphasized, “As extensions of state
government, school districts are subject to the same laws, policies, rules, and regulations as their
larger counterparts” (p. 29). Consequently, Texas uses the TELPAS to assess language
proficiency and the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in conjunction with the
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) assessment to provide teachers a guide to content
necessary for language acquisition. Expectations require students to obtain proficiency in the
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measured areas of reading, writing, listening, and speaking by the completion of the TELPAS
test, other state assessments (STAAR), and an evaluation of writing samples (Slama et al., 2017).
School districts administer these tests and determine the proficiency of the ELL in his or her
English language development (Texas Education Code, 2020).
If, for some reason, the ELL student does not obtain proficiency in one or more of the
classification criteria, the student remains in the ESL program to receive services unless the
parent opts out of the program (Slama et al., 2017). The Texas Education Code (2020) stated that
students who have English proficiency and meet exit criteria no longer need support in second
language acquisition. Yet, if they do not meet the requirements for exit, the student will still
receive services. The English language proficiency assessment intends to measure the level of
English acquired to determine the placement within an ESL program. Collier and Huang (2020)
explained that the ESL assessment provided tools to determine the student’s English proficiency
to participate in an academic context. However, the Texas Education Agency provided the exit
criteria for consistency; not every school has the same reclassification emphasis. Research from
The Science Teacher (2017) found that reclassification throughout Texas varied from school to
school. There is a gap in the literature in the understanding of the disparity among ESL services.
Furthermore, Young et al. (2018) concurred that the disparity between schools is evident.
Research reveals a variation among schools in monitoring, concluding that a gap in services
indicates further investigation into the school leaders’ influence at the campus level. AscenziMoreno et al. (2016) agreed that to deepen the understanding of language policy, the school
leaders’ work to implement policy should be investigated.
Each school looks to the leader to implement policy, yet the time frame depends on the
individual institution. Slama et al. (2017) expressed that a realistic time frame for ELLs to
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acquire English proficiency relies mainly on the level of English the student started with, the
school composition, and the language program. The linguistic instruction for ELL students not
only varies by time and institution but by a student. Moreno-Recio et al. (2018) stated,
“Providing linguistically accommodated instruction to students with different language
proficiency levels while acquiring rigorous academic content is a challenge” (p. 33). Each
student comes to a school with a different level of English knowledge; however, it is up to the
institution to provide English services and help the LEP student’s progress toward academic
achievement.
Language Proficiency Assessment Committee
The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) includes campus leaders,
teachers, and parent representatives that meet to discuss the language proficiency of the campus
ELLs (Texas Education Code, 2020). The Texas Education Agency stated that the LPAC is in
charge of reviewing all identified ELLs upon enrollment and at the end of each school year.
Additionally, the LPAC provides requirements for identification, placement, ELL services,
review and reclassification, and monitoring and evaluation. The LPAC is part of the compliance
with ESSA on both the Texas state and federal level. The Texas Education Code (2020)
explained in their manual that the committee members are trained in their responsibilities, what
programs are available to the students, timelines for meetings and documentation, decisionmaking process, confidentiality, and respect for each student’s language and culture.
Each year, the Texas Education Code (2020) determines that the LPAC members must go
through training annually to serve as a committee member. The Texas Education Agency
implemented the manual framework to establish a consistent and standardized process across the
state and in each school district. Therefore, in section 89.1220 of the Texas Education Code
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(Texas Education Code §29.063, n.d.), the LPAC will include a certified ESL teacher, a parent of
an English learner participating in the ESL program, and a campus administrator. Furthermore,
no parent serving on the committee shall be employed by the school district.
In conjunction with the LPAC duties, the Texas Education Code (2020) indicated the
LPAC would provide written notification of the students’ enrollment in the ESL program and his
or her reclassification if necessary. The Texas Education Agency stated that reclassification
occurs when the LPAC considers the ELL student’s participation in the ESL program and
whether the student meets the exit requirements to no longer continue in the program.
Additionally, if a student is reclassified due to meeting exit requirements, the student is
monitored for two years and reevaluated each year to ensure the student is performing with the
English language proficiency of a non-ELL.
English as a Second Language Achievement
English Language Learner achievement compared to their non-ELL peers varies because
of the development of gaining a second language. Reyes and Garcia (2014) stated a challenge is
closing the achievement gap between the performance of high-poverty, high-minority students,
and the White student population. Therefore, Reyes and Garcia identified a gap exists between
the ELL students and the non-ELL students, and the achievement rate depends on the English
literacy of the student. Second language acquisition, influenced by various aspects, contributes to
the failure of ELLs. English Language Learners’ language deficiencies, teacher professional
development, pedagogical knowledge, prior student knowledge, and knowledge assessment
contribute to ELLs’ lack of increased academic performance according to Mosqueda et al.
(2016). Therefore, Mosqueda et al. identified a gap between how and with what ELLs are
serviced and ELL academic performance.
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Campus leaders and principals face a challenge, unlike those of their urban counterparts.
Rural school leader studies reveal a discrepancy between the educational outcomes of urban and
rural students (Preston & Barnes, 2017). Preston and Barnes stated rural schools service smaller
populations of students while urban schools serve larger populations, resulting in discrepancies
in funding and availability of services. Wieczorek and Manard (2018) stated the rural and urban
settings encounter different needs that are important to management. Despite the disparity, rural
schools still have to follow the same federal mandates as the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) and NCLB as their urban counterparts, yet the educational environment is different. The
ESSA influences rural education and incorporates the understanding that rural institutions have
different circumstances that affect the ELL population (Brenner, 2016). Rural school leaders
have challenges that possibly hurt the services provided to ELLs to meet achievement measures
(Stewart & Matthews, 2015).
Mosqueda et al. (2016) and Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan (2016) agreed that many
factors affect the achievement gap in ELL students: teacher preparedness, leadership emphasis
on ELL policies and practices, and cultural acceptance. English Language Learners have
difficulty understanding language differences not just in vocabulary but also in words frequently
used in everyday language (Mosqueda et al., 2016). The existing gap in achievement suggests
that teachers need related professional development to understand ELLs’ second language
acquisition (Whitenack & Venkatsubramanyan, 2016). Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan
(2016) stated that teachers need proper professional development to understand the needs of their
ELL students. The linguistic characteristics of these single students vary widely; while many
achieve English proficiency, others are still classified as ELLs after several years of English
instruction (Mosqueda et al., 2016).
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Consequently, ELLs achieve English proficiency at varying rates influenced by their
teacher’s knowledge of ESL practice. Mosqueda et al. (2016) argued “that lack of understanding
of the role of English language proficiency in instruction and assessment results in ELL students’
lower achievement owing to the absence of linguistic support strategies in the classroom” (p. 4).
Therefore, the lower achievement resulted from the lack of second language instruction or
support.
The future of an ELL depends on the achievement and acquisition of English as a second
language. Barrow and Markman-Pithers (2016) explained that researchers found that people with
higher English proficiency achieved increased education and, ultimately, their future benefit.
Therefore, researchers found that obtaining English language proficiency is necessary for ELL
students’ future success. A cause for concern is indicated by Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan
(2016), who stated that ELL populations were on the rise, and ELLs continue to perform lower
on achievement tests. Research indicated the quality of instruction directly affects achievement.
Barrow and Markman-Pithers (2016) agreed that adverse outcomes relate to the quality of
teaching, no matter the method used. Therefore, teachers and campus leaders need to support
strategies for ESL instruction. Focusing on strategies for ESL instruction helps increase
academic development (Irby et al., 2018). Echevarria et al. (2015) stated that understanding the
needs of ELLs is essential for language instruction and the time it takes. Additionally, Echevarria
et al. explained explicit language instruction warrants extended dedicated periods for there to be
positive English proficiency outcomes from grade level to grade level.
However, research indicates a difference in teacher perceptions, leadership, and cultural
acceptance toward closing an achievement gap established through research-based practices. A
substantial distinction among programs exists between the length of time a student is in a
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program, yet there is no precise preparation method among any program (Barrow & MarkmanPithers, 2016). Researchers such as Echevarria et al. (2015) indicated various strategies as being
accessed to support the academic achievement of ELLs, yet access is often where the assistance
ends. It is crucial for content area teachers to support ELLs in achievement through learning a
content-specific and academic language (Irby et al., 2018). Since ELLs vary by English language
proficiency, Irby et al. identified it is imperative teachers understand the second language
acquisition process to support classroom norms and academic engagement. Mosqueda et al.
(2016) indicated that many ELLs are unfamiliar with classroom norms for participating and
interacting in academic language. Schoolteachers at a rural middle school employ teachers, of
which few identify as Hispanic. Staffing diversity suffers, and without culturally relevant
individuals to understand the development of a second language, the needs of ELLs in rural
settings continually stifle achievement.
Consequently, a gap in the services provided to ELL students varies by length of time
within the program and assessment. Slama et al. (2017) stated that the difference in performance
depends on content assessment and the range of years it takes for ELLs to acquire English
language proficiency. Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan (2016) suggested, “The need to
address the achievement gap between English Learners (ELs) and their native-English-speaking
peer students has even greater urgency” (p. 49). Therefore, leaders and teachers need to
understand how to address the achievement gap between ELLs and non-ELLs. A teacher’s
understanding of second language acquisition through professional development (PD) drives the
research as to what strategies are emphasized by leaders. Mohan et al. (2017) stated, “An
investigation into the teacher’s perceptions of professional development is warranted” (p. 90).
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Therefore, the literature indicated that ELLs’ expectations influenced achievement, while
achievement is primarily based on the student’s first-language development.
Second Language Acquisition
Literature first identifies who an ELL is and how one acquires English as a second
language. Cummins (1979a) and Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa’s (1976), as cited in Khatib
and Taie (2016), were among the pioneers to understand second language development. Also,
English as a second language (ESL) students learn a second language through first basic
interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) and then cognitive academic language proficiency
(CALP). The BICS refers to a conversational style, where CALP refers to academic content
language (Khatib & Taie, 2016). The BICS is the language used among students in everyday
conversation, while CALPS is the content area-specific language educators know as vocabulary.
The BICS refers to the conversational language that a person uses in informal settings but is the
basis from which other words, academic vocabulary, stems (Khatib & Taie, 2016). For example,
BICS stems from frequently used dialogue such as “Where is the bathroom?” CALPS stems
from content vocabulary such as the math term “Polygon.” The BICS usually refers to when
students speak with other students while CALPS happens between the teachers and the students
(Khatib & Taie, 2016).
An ELL first develops the primary conversational language through everyday interactions
and follows with the academic language (Lems, 2018). Lems noted that the theorist Cummins
(1979a, 1979b, 1981) realized the necessity of the English language required for school was
much more significant than the conversational style. Also, the school day usually consists of
instructional time using academic language while conversational language occurs in a more
informal setting. Conversational language (BICS) takes less time and is usually acquired more
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informally while academic language (CALPS) includes more vocabulary, tenses, and modality
and complexity for ELLs (Lems, 2018). Bossé et al. (2019) confirmed that Cummins’ framework
noted that CALPS linguistic skills are necessary for ELLs in an academic setting. Bossé et al.
(2019) indicated the lack of background knowledge does not provide for adequate attempts to
teach linguistically diverse LEP students.
A teacher needs to understand the process of language acquisition to meet the needs of
the ELL student. Bossé et al. (2019) and Lems (2019) agreed that understanding the process of
language acquisition is necessary to develop growth for a student’s success, and ESL instruction,
when significantly used, improved ESL programs. Researchers such as Slama et al. (2017)
indicated ELLs who do not develop English as a second language through ESL programs run
into risks. Slama et al. confirmed that ELLs who took longer to acquire English were at risk of
not reaching critical educational milestones at a secondary level. Brown and Endo (2017)
expressed a need to understand the level of language acquisition required by an ELL to
determine the best practices effectively. Therefore, Brown and Endo stated it is up to the teacher
and campus leader to understand the level of language acquisition
Each teacher must determine best practices for supporting ELLs by starting with
distinguishing between BICS and CALPS (Irby et al., 2018). Irby et al. (2018) stated that
CALPS distinguishes itself from conversational language, and teachers must include
opportunities to learn a content-specific academic language. Martínez et al. (2014) suggested
teachers in specific content areas teach CALPS to ELL students. Also, the content area teacher
needed to be aware of these stages so they could gauge when to wait for a student and when it
was necessary to encourage more effort (Tran, 2015). English Language Learner students enter
with varying levels of English proficiency and cultural experiences, and a well-versed teacher in
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second language development influences the learning process. Aydin (2019) studied the
cognitive process that ELLs use and concluded that the setting and techniques from which an
ELL learns directly affected the learner’s outcomes. Consequently, Tran (2015) agreed content
area teachers and campus leaders must understand second language development to promote
efficacious actions.
Findings by Aydin (2019) and Wessels et al. (2017) suggested that following the
techniques to support ELL students helps with their comprehension and impacts general ELL
language instruction. Tran (2015) indicated the teacher’s self-efficacy determines the best
practices and procedures used to support ELL learning. Brown and Endo (2017) stated that
teachers’ methods assess the quality of language instruction in the classroom. However, the
instructional practices chosen provide insight into the teacher’s knowledge of ELL support.
Brown and Endo indicated the teacher’s instruction depended on the level of expertise he or she
had over ELL instruction and student achievement. The teaching of ELLs and the raising of the
ELL population’s academic achievement by policy mandates raised expectations for those
teachers of ELLs (Brown & Endo, 2017).
Teachers mediate the academic content in schools for their students. Teachers are not
focusing on language content in other content areas (Whitenack, 2015). Tran (2015) stated the
teacher’s expectations and strategies determine the actions from which to deliver content so that
students’ needs are met and ELLs acquire language proficiency. Teaching expectations
potentially include academic performance (Garcia & Chun, 2016). Bustos Flores et al. (2015)
concluded that a teacher’s level of preparedness to teach LEP students determines the
expectations the teacher sets forth. Bustos Flores et al. (2015) stated, “Although elementary
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teachers certification often requires a course of teaching ELLs, secondary content teachers do not
necessarily take similar coursework” (p. 4).
Consequently, Bustos Flores et al. (2015) concluded that not all teachers are taught the
same coursework to understand ELLs from the elementary to the secondary level. Bustos Flores
et al. confirmed that a variance exists among teachers of grade levels, while the same could be
said for teachers in a rural context versus an urban context. The disparity is evident in Texas
state-mandated assessment results for ELL students (Bustos Flores et al., 2015). A gap in the
literature exists between the Texas state-mandated assessment results and the understanding of
best practices to help ELL students. Wong et al. (2016) expressed in their study a lack of
knowledge from the ESL candidate teachers about the ELL students’ first language. Various
researchers such as Bustos Flores et al. (2015), Whitenack (2015), Tran (2015), and Garcia and
Chun (2016) concluded that the gap in best-practice knowledge exists among different grade
levels.
Perceptions
The lack of knowledge teachers have toward ELL students affects instruction (Garcia et
al., 2018). Additionally, Garcia et al. (2018) stated that teachers perceived that limited English
proficient students have worse academic skills than that of English dominant children. Therefore,
the literature indicates that teacher perceptions and knowledge affect the academic performance
of the students. Garcia and Chun (2016) expressed that the student’s perceptions of the teacher’s
expectations make them feel capable of academic success. Therefore, Garcia and Chun
concluded a teacher that is underprepared for ESL students influences the ELL students’
achievement.
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Fredricks and Warriner (2016) indicated that teachers took extensive measures to ensure
the use of proper pedagogy aligned with language policies at the local levels. Also, Fredricks and
Warriner found that teachers are still aware of the differences in language proficiency and the
need for language support. Jaffe-Walter (2018) stated that teachers are aware of the various
levels of proficiency the ELL student begins with. However, the pressure to provide proper
instruction still exists. Also, Jaffe-Walter explained that although teachers have the best
intentions with ELL students, they might feel inadequate or overwhelmed without the campus
leaders’ support.
While it is essential to provide proper pedagogy, Jaffe-Walter (2018) stated that leaders
fail to implement appropriate instructional practices. However, campus leaders offer motivation
and collaboration for teachers to deliver effective instruction. According to Moreno-Recio et al.
(2018), participants perceived that the implementation of English proficiency standards
depended on the school leaders. Therefore, Moreno-Recio et al. concluded that a direct
connection exists between the school leader and teacher efficacy. The teachers of the study by
Moreno-Recio et al. perceived that administrators are not aware of how important English as a
second language education is.
Consequently, the teachers felt that their administrators did not understand what was
essential in the classroom to help the ELLs (Jaffe-Walter, 2018). Moreno-Recio et al. (2018)
concluded teachers felt the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) training created a
more significant change for teacher’s instruction to ensure student success. In conjunction with
teacher training, Moreno-Recio et al. agreed administrator training also allowed campus leaders
to produce more understanding and better efficacy of ESL individual programs.
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There is a need for research on what type of teacher preparation or professional
experiences assist in developing teachers’ efficacy with ELLs (Bustos Flores et al., 2015). Both
Bustos Flores et al. (2015) and Martínez et al. (2014) agreed that professional development for
ELLs is critical to supporting the needs of ELLs. Martinez et al. (2014) maintained that
collaborating and consulting, along with professional development provided to teachers of ELLs,
is critical to understanding and serving ELL students.
Professional Development
Teachers often have to reevaluate their methods of meeting the needs of ELLs because of
the pressure of accountability measures (Zoch, 2017). No Child Left Behind affected the creation
of professional development that teachers use and how both teachers and principals at a campus
level implement professional development for the benefit of all student success (Wieczorek,
2017). Wieczorek found that both teachers and principals at the campus level respond to
insufficient growth in accountability. Wieczorek stated, “Schools’ responses to NCLB can
potentially affect how professional development is created, implemented, and coordinated among
teachers and principals at the school level, thereby affecting students’ educational experiences
and levels of success” (p. 4). Therefore, Wieczorek concluded the institutional response to
accountability determines the support and professional development of ELLs. Abbott et al.
(2018) agreed the limited utilization of research regarding ELL professional development
attributes to both ineffective policy and practice.
For schools to improve instruction, teachers and campus leaders must utilize professional
development that effectively supports ELL students. Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015) stated that
teachers reported that training was not relevant to teaching ELLs and professional development
was inadequate to support language programs. Teachers must adapt to the demands of policy and
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meet the needs of young ELLs (Razak et al., 2016). In conjunction with teachers who need to
attend professional development to meet the needs of ELLs, Reyes and Garcia (2014) found
teachers still did not know how to provide practical instruction for millions of poor and minority
students. Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan (2016) stated that teachers enter the profession illprepared to teach ELLs. Also, Whitenack and Venkatsubramanyan suggested that less qualified
teachers enter the profession; therefore, teacher preparation programs and professional
development focusing on ELL strategies require attention. Mohan et al. (2017) identified
understanding what practices ELL teachers use can inform the research. Therefore, Mohan et al.
stated if a teacher’s perceptions influence their methods, this would inform researchers if there
are problems with professional development and help researchers identify solutions to these
problems.
The integration of professional development informs teachers’ understanding of practices
that support ELLs. Mohan et al. (2017) stated that the teacher’s understanding through
professional development enables them to collaborate and engage in practical pedagogy for ESL
students. Also, Mohan et al. indicated a need for additional information on teachers’ perceptions
of traditional professional development and professional learning in school. Researchers such as
Mosqueda et al. (2016) investigated the professional development offered at the campus level
and provided insight into the knowledge of practices necessary to support ELL students.
Evidence of teachers not familiar with ELL academic strategies provides an area for teachers to
improve the pedagogical experience (Mosqueda et al., 2016). A teacher’s plans and pedagogical
knowledge consequently affect ELLs’ success. Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015) agreed that the
impact of a teacher’s capacity of information regarding ELLs is essential to the academic success
of ELLs. Zerey (2018) stated the following:
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There emerges a growing need among language teachers to re-conceptualize and improve
their knowledge base, add to their skills, and keep up to date with the recent
methodological and technological development in the field in order not to fall behind,
meet the rapidly evolving needs in the profession, and adapt to the changes in the
education system. (p. 49)
Research showed that professional development models offer little guidance on how to
provide teachers with the necessary skills and professional development activities for ELL
teachers to be successful (Franco-Fuenmayor et al., 2015). Therefore, Franco-Fuenmayor et al.
stated that understanding professional development models provides leadership with the essential
platforms from which to help teachers. Furthermore, Rizzuto (2017) indicated that a more
significant majority of teachers nationally do not have sufficient training to support ELL
students.
A discourse existed between professional development and the practices teachers
implement (Abbott et al., 2018). Abbott et al. discussed the disconnect between research and
practice and professional development proved instrumental in improving instruction. Babinski et
al. (2018) stated that teachers could not improve practice without first learning from professional
development. In other words, Babinski et al. concluded that teachers could not teach what they
have not been taught. Rizzuto (2017) agreed that the goal of professional development is to
improve academic achievement, and with professional development, instructional practices
improve for ELL students. Hansen and Grosso Richins (2015) also agreed professional
development programs provide professional development for teachers to improve instruction for
ELLs in all content areas.
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Consequently, Zerey (2018) concluded that the method of professional development
provided direction to individual teachers. Zerey stated, “Either conducted individually or
collaboratively, formally or informally, all self-development activities serve some purpose in the
career growth process for teachers” (p. 49). Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015) stated that providing
more frequent training with updated content addressed the need related to second language
development, leading to the conclusion that professional development influences the
development of ELLs. Therefore, Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015) and Zerey (2018) agreed that
to promote growth, it is essential to provide training to ELL teachers.
Hansen and Grosso Richins’ (2015) research indicated not all professional development
happens with a direct transfer into practice. Hansen and Grosso Richins indicated professional
development takes place over time, is school-based, and prompts the teacher’s interest. Involving
different instruction platforms piques interest, yet it is essential to conduct professional
development over time (Razak et al., 2016). However, Tedrick and Zilmer (2018) concluded that
with the need for ELL-specific training, time, resources, and district pressures, determine the
available professional development. Tedrick and Zilmer stated, “Time constraints, lack of
resources, and district pressures make it difficult for teachers to integrate language and content
successfully” (p. 271), indicating each district has specific constraints and modality to deal with
professional development.
According to Zerey (2018), professional development varies in context and individual
factors; it is necessary for the continual growth of teachers. Zerey explained that constant growth
demands opportunities for teachers to attend or engage in professional development. Yet,
teachers reported having minimal opportunities for professional development in ESL education
(Franco-Fuenmayor et al., 2015). Franco-Fuenmayor et al. indicated teachers in rural contexts
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live anywhere from 30 miles to over 100 miles from the nearest professional development center.
Teachers involved in ESL noted that teacher education and professional development
opportunities rarely mentioned ELL or bilingual education (Fogle & Moser, 2017). English
Language Learner populations in rural schools such as a rural middle school may have a
community of two to three ELL students, yet still have to meet the state standards for TELPAS
and STAAR as mandated by the Texas Education Agency. Romo et al. (2018) stated that
teachers in rural school districts take responsibility for identification, assessment, and planning
for instruction; however, schools may lack staff with the experience to implement programs for
ELLs.
Abbott et al. (2018) mentioned teachers do not have the time nor access to quality or
trustworthy peer-reviewed articles about ESL instruction. Irby et al. (2018) stated the availability
of peer-reviewed articles promotes ongoing learning. Irby et al. also expressed that continuous
professional learning sessions supported the use of ESL strategies in the classroom. According to
Franco-Fuenmayor et al. (2015), not every professional development provided for teachers of
ELLs presented itself in the same condition. However, research does indicate the positive effects
professional development has on instructional strategies. In agreement, researcher Babinski et al.
(2018) stated the implementation of professional development positively impacts teachers’
instructional strategies for ELLs.
However, instructional strategies, directly or indirectly affected by professional learning
opportunities, connect with the leader’s emphasis on ELL teaching strategies. Wieczorek (2017)
described principals, as leaders, as a factor of a decrease in teachers in professional development
practices. The research of Wieczorek indicated that leaders noticed although professional
development was provided, the practices learned were not utilized in the classroom. Franco-
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Fuenmayor et al. (2015) suggested learning more about the school district’s plan for professional
development provided to teachers that would benefit teachers instructing ELLs.
Consequently, the leadership directs the school district’s policy for professional
development, and research indicates a gap in the approach leaders take. Wieczorek (2017)
indicated, “Few studies have investigated the links between professional development, principal
leadership, and the effects of accountability on schools” (Wieczorek, 2017, p. 3). Empirical
studies such as Wieczorek and Babinski et al. (2014) indicated a gap in literature examining how
leadership affects professional development utilization and attendance.
Saberi and Amiri (2016) concluded that teachers and administrators work together to
integrate policy into practice and support professional development at the campus level. Also,
Saberi and Amiri found that the relationship between teachers and administrators fortifies the
development of positive professional development experiences for teachers. According to
Baecher et al. (2016), leadership support benefits from focusing on ELL pedagogy. Therefore,
focusing on the ELL pedagogy supports the teacher’s practices. District leaders are essential in
supporting teacher’s practices and facilitating teacher change (Whitworth & Chiu, 2015). Zerey
(2018) agreed that a lack of institutional support was among a leading factor to ‘impediments’ of
development (p. 63). For that reason, the literature supports leaders under the influence of state
and federal policies, which directly affects the development of teacher knowledge and, therefore,
outcomes related to professional development for ELL instruction. The literature notes a gap
between the individual and the institution as the result of professional development programs
(Zerey, 2018).
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Conceptual Framework
Based on adult learning theory, Whitworth and Chiu’s (2016) leadership encouragement
affects teacher professional development. Yet, Whitenack (2015) indicated that principals have a
difficult time leading their teachers to understand and teach language to the ESL population.
Campus leaders and principals with a lack of expertise contributed to school leaders not being
able to provide instructional supervision for ELL pedagogy (Baecher et al., 2016). As a
consequence, Baecher et al. (2016) and Padron and Waxman (2016) agreed that a lack of school
leadership expertise in ELL pedagogy directly affects the success of ESL programs. According
to Padron and Waxman (2016), principals attributed to their school’s success but lacked the
knowledge to properly implement programs related to second language acquisition. Therefore,
Padron and Waxman concluded that principals and other campus leaders hold a position that
directs the initiation of ESL programs. Principals are in the position to influence district policy
for proper implementation of second language acquisition programs and professional
development (Padron & Waxman, 2016).
Principals and campus leadership initiation of ESL programs based on district policy
often focus on achievement. Principals focused on ELL students’ achievement encouraged
teachers to use strategies learned at professional development to change instruction and
intervention strategies (Reyes & Garcia, 2014). Therefore, Whitenack (2015) suggested it is the
campus leader’s responsibility to provide professional development and intervention strategies to
meet the ELL population’s needs. According to Whitenack, it is the leader’s responsibility to
increase equal education in all content areas for ESL students. Leadership in schools emphasizes
the best practices to improve achievement. Chang et al. (2017) confirmed leadership would
reflect real practices.
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A principal’s push for professional development increases opportunities for teachers to
learn and grow as educators. Principal leaders need to enhance their knowledge of ELL
pedagogy to help teachers of ELL students (Baecher et al., 2016). Chang et al. (2017) stated a
leader’s knowledge indicates the level of skills needed to promote development effectively.
Chang et al. also expressed that leaders are the change agents and must develop their skills to
lead effectively. For example, principals offer instances of professional development for teachers
to serve ELL populations better. Principals that believed in providing learning opportunities for
adults saw cases where teachers bettered their craft (Munguia, 2017).
Principals and campus leadership support the teachers within the school. According to
Jaffe-Walter (2018), principals also need to consider how teachers are positioned and supported
in schools. A leader’s support fosters conditions to promote ongoing learning (Munguia, 2017).
The lack of knowledge the principal has about ELL instruction, the less ELL growth and
development occurs (Baecher et al., 2016). Moreno-Recio et al. (2018) emphasized it is essential
for leaders to improve efficacy by targeted professional development and guide teachers in
linguistic accommodations. Therefore, Moreno-Recio et al. (2018) concluded that emphasizing
proper professional development promotes adequate knowledge to support ELL instruction.
Padron and Waxman (2016) stated the importance of obtaining sufficient knowledge for
providing support to teachers in determining the type of training to be most effective for ELL
students.
Principals have a direct impact as instructional leaders on their teachers’ professional
development (Wieczorek, 2017). Hohner and Riveros (2017) stated, “The rural context brings
with it a variety of unique issues with which experienced and aspiring school leaders must
contend with” (p. 45). Hohner and Riveros also stated that principals in a rural context deal with
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a prevalent Caucasian staff, culturally ignorant and distant from professional development to
meet ELLs’ needs. Principals in a rural setting have the opportunity to, as Minkos et al. (2017)
stated, “enfold the specific needs of the student population into the design of curriculum and
personalize the learning process” (p. 1262). A limited number of studies focus on how leaders
meet the unique geographical context of rural schools (Preston & Barnes, 2017). Rural school
districts are required to follow the same federal and state-mandated policies as his or her urban
counterparts (Texas Education Code, 2020).
Leaders at the campus level directly provide opportunities for teachers to participate in
professional development (Texas Education Code §21.4513, n.d.). Effective leaders ensure that
professional growth opportunities support everyday practices to ensure equitable access to
culturally responsive actions (Minkos et al., 2017). The campus leadership is responsible for
implementing professional pedagogy and development to serve the ELL population better (Texas
Education Code §21.4513, n.d.). In conjunction with responsibility, it is necessary to understand
the issue that educational leadership has on the administration’s pedagogical capacity
(Whitenack, 2015). The relationship between the leaders and the teachers creates a culture to
meet the student’s needs.
Munguia (2017) confirmed positive relationships that contribute to ELL’s academic
success and the teacher’s capacity to meet the needs of ELLs. Munguia agreed that a positive
culture strongly affects the students, and results from the research showed that the culture
produced through relationships strongly affected student learning. Research indicated a gap in
understanding how principal leadership influences the ESL teacher’s pedagogy and practice
together (Sabanci et al., 2016). Therefore, it is the principal or campus leadership’s responsibility
to create a positive culture for both students and teachers. Rocque et al. (2016) supported a
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principal’s primary work function outside the classroom. However, Tran (2015) stated that the
principal influences motivation and the efficacy of teachers, school culture, and ultimately
influenced student learning.
Chapter Summary
Adult learning theory proposes that adults learn from experiences, yet there is evidence of
a literature gap in the knowledge of ESL practices among teachers and leaders. Federal and
Texas state policies and procedures were put in place to combat the negative achievement of
ELL students. A gap in the literature suggested that although professional development is
necessary, it still needs the support of the campus leaders and participation from the teachers.
The various aspects of the literature on second language acquisition literature maintained it is
necessary to understand how to help ELL students achieve. Yet, teacher’s perceptions, practice,
and pedagogy need the support of their leader, and this warrants research.
Institutions have a difficult time focusing on specific populations (Baecher et al., 2016).
The specific populations of ELLs in the rural setting of Texas secondary schools present a
unique setting to investigate. Research indicated a gap in understanding how principal leaders
influenced the ESL teacher’s pedagogy and practice, which would lead to a better understanding
of the rural, remote secondary schools in Texas that serve less than 20 ELL students. The
purpose of this research was to identify the areas where rural, remote secondary schools engage
with directions from the principal toward the teachers through professional development to stay
current with AYP and the state of Texas STAAR and TELPAS testing accountability measures
regarding their ELL population.
Through adult learning theory, I explained how adults learn and how professional
development and practice are important for teachers and leaders influencing the ELL population.
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One must understand what constitutes learning a second language and what identifies a student
as an ELL in Texas. To better understand this unique setting, it is essential to identify the
principals and teachers in the rural, remote secondary school setting. Next, it is essential to
understand how federal policy influences Texas’s state policy and, ultimately, a leader’s
decisions to implement various professional development and practices. The literature review
identified a gap from which to study the essential leader’s actions toward policy, pedagogy, and
professional development for ELL instruction in rural, remote areas of East Texas. Therefore, it
is necessary to understand the campus leaders’ and teachers’ actions regarding the small ELL
population.
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Chapter 3: Research Method
An essential component to understand how ELLs in rural, remote secondary schools
receive services requires understanding the campus leaders’ actions. This research aimed to
identify the acts of campus leaders or principals to provide professional development in
compliance with state accountability measures. Measures include using the English language
proficiency standards (ELPS) and federal policies such as the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA) to serve ELL students. Findings from this study will provide insights into how rural,
remote campus leaders or principals influence teacher professional development and pedagogy to
deliver services to smaller ELL populations. This study provides data to campus leaders or
principals in a similar context to serve rural, remote secondary schools with smaller populations
of ELLs better.
Purpose Statement and Research Questions
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the research method and design used to identify
the actions of campus leaders toward promoting professional development of ELL practices in
rural, remote schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level.
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote secondary
schools in East Texas?
RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
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Research Design
An exploratory single case study approach was appropriate for this study. Single case
study designs demonstrate an approach that is unique and relevant to the study (Yin, 2018). The
exploratory single case study approach allows an exploration of situations where the case
evaluated has no clear or single set of outcomes (Lucas et al., 2018). The study collected data
from the current principal, campus leaders, or ESL coordinators. The participants’ data focused
on actions that directly impact the implementation of ELL policies, practice, and professional
development. An exploratory single case study provides the researcher with the ability to collect
data from multiple lenses (Lucas et al., 2018). Therefore, a qualitative approach helps describe
what is happening and why within the context of the setting (Hamilton & Finley, 2020).
An exploratory single case study conducted on the small sample population of a single
school helps similar schools understand the nuances of the parameters of the research study.
Saldaña and Omasta (2018) stated, “The case study merits examination for a full study because it
is a unique opportunity and represents a typical instance of other comparable cases” (p. 148).
Nelson (2017) indicated that with a narrow research scope and a target audience, a small sample
size of 6–12 participants is usually adequate to reach “saturation” and gain insights taken from
interviews (Hamilton & Finley, 2020, p. 3). A select sampling of individuals dependent on the
study parameters supports the critical stakeholders within the rural, remote secondary school
context. Qualitative research for this problem produced results relevant for local settings and the
education of both the researcher and the participant (Herr & Anderson, 2015). Therefore,
qualitative inquiry warranted understanding the unique perspectives of the participants in their
particular setting. The qualitative study involves the participants’ views in an unusual context to
understand the actions taken (Hatch, 2002). Hamilton and Finley (2020) stated it is necessary to
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take a targeted approach and a small sample size to answer the research questions within the
study setting appropriately.
A case study’s positive benefit is the researcher’s capacity to contribute to the collection
site (Lucas et al., 2018). Stakeholders, such as the campus leader, principal, ESL coordinator,
and ESL teachers, gain new understandings of the issue or intervention. Lucas et al. (2018) stated
that a qualitative case study brings light to practices that might be worth improving or changing
relevant to the specific context. Yin (2018) determined that case studies allow the research to
maintain a ‘holistic’ view of real-life events and the organization’s process (p. 3). Holistically,
this exploratory single case study examined real-life events within the rural, remote secondary
school located in East Texas.
Research Method
Qualitative research interviews and a questionnaire benefited this study in understanding
the actions taken by campus leaders, principals, ESL coordinators, and teachers of policy
implementation toward ELL students. Qualitative research serves as a critical approach to
discover and document the effectiveness of implementation strategies as well as the context and
environment within which it occurs (Hamilton & Finley, 2020). The study took into account the
setting and influences surrounding the participants. Qualitative research allows the researcher to
systematically examine the whole dynamic complex setting (Hatch, 2002). The description of
actions serves in understanding how a principal leader implements policy change and how a
teacher receives policy change from the principal of a rural, remote secondary school.
Semistructured interviews procured a large portion of research and provided flexibility to allow
in-depth analysis from relatively small sample sizes and places emphasis on the views of the
participants (Young et al., 2018).
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Interviews with principals, campus leaders, ESL coordinators, and teachers were
conducted to understand the actions taken to serve the ELL population in second language
acquisition. Young et al. (2018) stated, “An interview allows the researcher to focus on the
perspective of what is relevant and thereby highlights issues the interviewer might not have
considered” (p. 11). Therefore, interviews of both the leader’s description of actions and the
teacher’s point of view allowed the researcher to highlight different perspectives. An informed
consent protocol approved by the IRB committee (see Appendix A) was provided. Interviews
also help researchers gain insights from participants firsthand (Saldaña, & Omasta, 2018).
Therefore, a semistructured interview of all participants allows for questioning to be more
flexible when discovering answers from participants. A semistructured interview allows
predetermined questions to be explored with the flexibility to pursue an idea to gain more details
(Watson, 2018). Interview questions were adapted from a previous dissertation examining a
principal’s actions regarding program implementation (Dixon, 2017). The interview questions
were also separated by research questions to allow the researcher to collect data to inform the
nature of the single exploratory case study.
Participants were given a questionnaire to gain a second source of data that was also
categorized by research questions. The questionnaire is used to collect factual, behavioral, and
attitudinal data (Xerri, 2017). The questionnaire gathered answers from the teachers and
principals before interviews. The questionnaire was adapted from a study done by Grady and
O’Dwyer (2014) on the campus leader’s knowledge about ESL programs at his or her campus.
The questionnaire was also adapted for teachers to answer about their knowledge of ESL
programs. Xerri (2017) stated that providing a questionnaire enables the researcher to gain a
broad picture of the participants’ attitudes, beliefs, and practices. Participants provided additional
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data to learn about the actions taken to serve the ELL populations within the context. By
comparing the interview and questionnaire data, the single case study provided a detailed
description of how and why ELL students acquire English as a second language.
An exploratory single case study primarily describes information relevant to other rural,
remote secondary schools serving the same population (Yin, 2018). Therefore, it is critical to
acquire data that provides this data to other rural, remote secondary settings and context for
further research and future researchers. Case studies allow for multiple sources of data to be
combined with supporting research. The advantages of using an exploratory single case study
present themselves in what is learned from the study and put into practice (Alpi & Evans, 2019).
Alpi and Evans (2019) stated that interviews and questionnaires are a few ways to collect data to
support the case study. The questions from the interview differed from the questionnaire
responses in type and response. The interview provided a narrative answer to local actions, while
the questionnaire focused on program-specific questions. Each set of questions was adapted from
different sources to provide a different source of data.
For this reason, multiple artifacts of data, such as the interview responses and
questionnaire responses, were collected to support this single case study. Also, single case
research provides access to situations previously inaccessible and offers relevant information to
others in similar situations (Yin, 1984). Descriptions of this single case study give pertinent
information to rural, remote secondary schools with small populations of ELLs.
Setting
A setting describes the issues that pertain to a unique location and the individuals within
the rural communities. Dematthews and Izquierdo (2017) indicated a need to investigate
different rural contexts and the principal within the community. The administrators must have
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familiarity with issues facing the rural population (Hohner & Riveros, 2017). Each institution is
unique, and the rural context is no different. The diversity of needs varies from a rural district to
an urban district. School leaders of a rural context are in a unique position and require study
since the number of school leaders in a rural context is small (Hohner & Riveros, 2017). The
unique circumstances of the rural, remote setting pose an interesting setting. Preston and Barnes
(2017) stated that “largely because of a school’s limited size; the school principal is in an ideal
position to know every student and parent personally” (p. 9). Therefore, this exploratory single
case study explored the unique context of a rural, remote secondary setting and examined both
the teachers’ and campus leaders’ actions.
According to the Texas Education Agency (2019a), rural defines a town with an
enrollment between 300 and the median enrollment for the state that ranges from 172-670
students and a less than 20% growth rate and an enrollment of fewer than 300 students. The
exploratory single case study’s selected school (School A) enrolls 230 students at the secondary
level, according to the 2018–2019 student enrollment data (Texas Education Agency, 2019b).
School A was chosen purposively because the active enrollment according to the 2018–2019
school year fell below 230 students at the secondary level and serves less than 20 ELL students
per grade level. The ELLs within this setting displayed limited academic progress by state
standard measures on their TELPAS and STAAR from year to year, although no state
assessment data were recorded for the 2019-2020 school year. Also, School A is within
convenient proximity to me as the researcher. Along with the term rural, the term remote
provides an additional parameter to the site selection. Remote is defined as an area more than 10
miles from an urbanized area or cluster of towns (Texas Education Agency, 2019a). The nearest
urbanized area is approximately 30 miles from the designated selected site. Therefore, the school
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chosen met the criteria of both a rural and remote secondary school fitting the criteria for the
population served.
Population
The setting includes one rural, remote school district in East Texas with student
populations of less than 250 and ELL populations less than 20 individuals per grade level for the
entire school district. The enrollment populations set by the definitions of the Texas Education
Agency determine population sizes. The participants may include the campus principal, campus
leader, ESL coordinator, instructional specialist, and ESL instructional teachers. The selection
criteria for teachers was that they must serve ESL students in the general education classroom, be
designated certified ESL teachers, and serve less than 20 students. The principal, campus leader,
instructional specialist, or ESL coordinator must be directly involved in the campus processes of
student instruction. School districts chose the student population criteria set by the Texas
Education Agency’s definition of rural and remote.
Study Sample
Participants were selected through purposive sampling as well as convenience sampling.
Purposive sampling is when the research deliberately chooses participants because they are most
likely to provide insight toward answering the research questions (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018).
Therefore, the teachers and campus leaders work within the selected sample site. Purposive
sampling is useful for a researcher to understand select unique cases, such as a rural, remote
school with a smaller population of fewer than 20 ELLs per grade level (Ishak & Abu Bakar,
2014). Also, purposive sampling helps the researcher select participants from challenging-toreach special populations and investigate a particular type in depth (Ishak & Abu Bakar, 2014).
This exploratory single case study used purposive sampling because the ELL population and
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parameters of this type of school are specific. Qualitative purposive sampling is where a small
sample size is selected with the intent to understand the research questions (Watson, 2018).
This single case study used convenience sampling because the location of participants
was accessible to me as the researcher. In this case study, the selected campus leaders and
teachers directly work within the single case study’s campus site. Saldaña and Omasta (2018)
stated that convenience sampling involves selecting participants whom the researcher has ease of
access. The participants were conveniently located within the ease of access to conduct
interviews and questionnaires either face-to-face or via Zoom. The participants, therefore, met
the selection criteria of a rural, remote secondary school where less than 20 ELL students receive
services.
Ten participants were chosen to gather data from the administrative point of view and the
teacher’s point of view, as well as have enough data for saturation of the single case study. Ishak
and Abu Bakar (2014) stated that the primary purpose of sampling is to collect specific cases that
deepen the researcher’s understanding of the phenomenon under study. The participants’
sampling stems from one particular secondary school that fits the defined parameters of rural and
remote in East Texas. Four participants serve in an administrative capacity at the selected school,
while six teachers have been selected as having direct interaction with an ELL student or
students. Each group of individuals is meant to be a separate unit of analysis through interviews
and a questionnaire to provide an overall picture of the single case study (Ishak & Abu Bakar,
2014).
Therefore, to fit the research method of a single exploratory case study, one individual
school was chosen to supply data. The purposive sampling of participants deliberately provides
insight into the study being investigated (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). In this case study, the
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sample participants came from the selected school because they met the criteria for the study
participants, and the school matched the requirements for the research questions and site
sampling parameters.
Qualitative Data Collection
The qualitative researcher gathers data from semistructured interviews and the
questionnaire responses (Watson, 2018; see Appendix B). In this case study, semistructured
interviews were taken over the phone or through Zoom calls from the participants and
transcribed, sorted, and categorized. According to Watson (2018), telephones can be used with
little loss of data and at a tenth of the cost, along with modern forms of communication such as
video conferencing. Utilizing software known as Otter Voice Meeting Notes (https://otter.ai,
2020), all voice data were stored in a digital database in a secure web-based location. Watson
(2018) stated, “Transcription of interviews often occurs to ensure the participants exact phrasing,
emphasis, hesitation, emotions, etc.” (p. 22). The transcribed interviews allowed the researcher to
collect various viewpoints of how ELL pedagogy and practice are influenced in relation to the
research questions (see Appendices B & C). Watson (2018) stated that interviews are useful in
collecting different perspectives within the same context. Therefore, semistructured interviews
were conducted to understand the campus leader, principal, ESL coordinator, and teachers’
perspectives. All interview recordings, transcriptions, and the coding were stored on a secure
online database available with my login.
Utilizing the telephone or a digital platform extends access to participants when
geography poses an obstacle (Watson, 2018). In this case, the researcher lives in East Texas, and
the participant selection came from a rural, remote secondary school in East Texas.
Geographically utilizing a digital platform such as Zoom or a telephone interview meets the
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needs of the semistructured data collection. In conjunction with transcription, field notes provide
additional data and record of interview responses.
Field Notes
The researcher collected field notes in conjunction with transcribed interviews. Field
notes provide another source of documentation of interviews for the researcher to use in data
reflection and analysis (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). During the interviews, I took field notes to
support the transcribed interviews and for referral during the data analysis portion of the study.
During the interview, taking notes provided another layer to the transcribed interviews by noting
the participants’ behavior reactions as well.
Questionnaire
Collecting multiple forms of data from a single case provides a more detailed picture of
participants’ actions (Watson, 2018). In this single case study, the second form of data came in
the form of a questionnaire. The questionnaire was delivered via SurveyMonkey.com. The
participants had 10 days to answer the questionnaire in which SurveyMonkey.com site securely
collected the responses. The questionnaire was delivered electronically to provide for the safety
and anonymity of the participants. The participants answered a questionnaire to provide
additional data on their perceptions of the leader’s actions and the views of the teachers’
understanding of the leader’s actions. The questionnaire offers a different set of data for the
researcher to acquire knowledge, which aligns with the research questions (see Appendix B). Yin
(2018) stated that a questionnaire is analyzed similarly but provides data related to the other
sources of data obtained. In using an available questionnaire adapted to this study (see Appendix
B), literature findings indicated that utilizing questions already served in a study provides
stability and validity to the instrument (Xerri, 2017). All analytics pertaining to the questionnaire
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were saved through a secure login on SurveyMonkey.com, only known to me (SurveyMonkey,
n.d.).
Instruments
Semistructured interviews require the researcher to be an active listener and a participant
to adjust as needed based on the interviewee’s answers (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Before each
interview, the study purpose, confidentiality, and interview format were explained. Participants
were asked if they had any questions and were provided contact information for any further
questions about the study. Participants were presented with a consent form indicating the
purpose, confidentiality, and format of the interview; once the participant signed the consent and
agreed to the interview, they were also informed they could withdraw at any time from the study
for any reason. Yin (2018) stated, “Case study interviews will resemble guided conversations
rather than structured queries” (p. 118). Therefore, the semistructured interview consisted of 10–
15 predetermined questions adapted from previous studies. Each item was adapted to the setting
and parameters of this exploratory single case study as well as aligned with the research
questions (see Appendix C). Each question was adapted from the dissertation of Dixon (2017).
In conjunction with the interview, a questionnaire was used to determine practices that
occur regularly within the single case study. A highly structured questionnaire is a predetermined
set of either closed or open-ended short response questions that do not vary between participants
(Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). In this case, a previously used questionnaire from the Institute of
Educational Science (United States Department of Education, 2015) was adapted after receiving
approval (see Appendix B). The questionnaire is considered public domain, and Grady and
O’Dwyer (2014) used the instrument in an article titled The English Language Learner Program
Survey for Principals. The questionnaire allows a range of predetermined responses to allow the
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participants to respond with a different set of data from the interviews. The questionnaire (see
Appendix B) included questions pertaining to the research questions regarding the themes
covered in the literature review.
Data Analysis
The transcribed interviews from Otter Voice Meeting Notes were checked for accuracy
once the interview was completed. The transcribed interviews were also supported with field
notes taken during the interviews. The transcribed interviews were coded. Coding involves
finding patterns and creating overarching themes based on the categories (Patton, 2015).
Categories are determined by the research questions and evolve from the participant’s responses.
Coding simply condenses the research into a more compact meaning to create more manageable
units to help expedite analysis (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Consequently, coding provides the
research data more compact meaning to analyze. Also, questionnaire responses were coded to
provide the second element of data to analyze. The questionnaire responses provided data toward
understanding both the leader’s actions and the teacher’s perception of the leader’s actions. Both
sets of data were coded with the same categories and themes as the interviews to determine
overarching themes between the questionnaire and the interview transcripts and provided a third
element of investigation for triangulation.
Data Analysis Procedures
Each interview transcription was read through and coded to search for overarching
themes. Follow-up questions were presented if there was a need for clarity on any of the question
responses provided. Follow-up interviews were conducted after transcription and coding to
provide clarity on issues as needed. After coding was performed on the questionnaire and
interview data, the information was analyzed to inform the exploratory single case study. Coding
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tag words, phrases, sentences, or whole paragraphs in a transcript aids the researcher with
meaning (Young et al., 2018). Each data source was process coded and then theme coded to
provide a new look at the data.
Process Coding
Each interview coding occurs through process coding, serving to provide themes evident
in both teacher and principal interviews. Process coding identifies participant actions and
explains the how and why of the campus leaders’ actions (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Qualitative
feedback using common themes, descriptors, and words help understand perceptions of the
principal and educators (Nganga, 2015). Qualitative research methods help to understand the
perspectives and behaviors of the participants. Process coding identifies the actions and reactions
of participants’ data. In this single case study, the process coding determined the effects and
responses from the transcribed interviews and the questionnaire response data. Process coding
helps determine different actions and aids in naming them to generate findings for the researcher
to analyze (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Then the action codes were grouped by themes for further
analysis.
Theme Coding
Leavy (2017) stated that as a researcher works with coding, the codes emerge into
themes. Significant themes present in the interviews were analyzed to offer overarching themes
to present in the findings. Saldaña and Omasta (2018) stated, “ A theme is a way to categorize a
set of data into a topic that emerges from a pattern of ideas” (p. 230). Theme coding condenses
the process coding to produce themes to be analyzed. The overarching themes generated main
ideas from which to create conceptual insights from the data. Therefore, themes produce broader
categories from which multiple codes are grouped (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Themes provided
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more significant concepts for understanding the single case study and the leader’s actions toward
answering the research questions.
Methods of Establishing Validity
Validity tells the reader that the contents of the study are credible and trustworthy. Leavy
(2017) agreed that efficacy speaks to the quality of a project, the methodological approach, the
data gathered, and the conclusion from the research findings. Triangulation helps to establish
validity. In this single case study, triangulation occured through the use of different sources of
data and coding to answer the research questions. Leavy (2017) stated that triangulation is used
to build confidence in the study’s summary findings. Saldaña and Omasta (2018) stated that
researchers use triangulation to see if themes emerge from various data sources. In this single
case study, triangulation was achieved through the gathering of interview responses,
questionnaire responses, coding the responses two ways to provide an alternative angle to
interpret the responses.
Trustworthiness and rigor include the interview questions developed and reviewed by
other researchers, digital recordings, and transcribing interviews. Each step of the method is
detailed to establish dependability. The semistructured interviews provide a base of a fixed set of
predetermined questions and review allows the researcher to avoid bias (Young et al., 2018). An
expert panel made up of three individuals, one with a doctorate and the other two with master’s
degrees in education examined the questions for clarity and validity. The examination of
potential questions encourages the transparency and validity of items (Young et al., 2018). The
expert panel evaluated the questionnaire to ensure clarity and validity to the questions posed.
After the items were reviewed and determined to be clear and valid, I provided the questions to

56
the interview participants. The participants were allowed time to assemble their thoughts. Then
the participants engaged in the face-to-face or Zoom interviews.
Nganga (2015) stated, “To facilitate valid responses, interviewees receive assurance of
anonymity” (p. 34). Anonymity assures the participants with the security of a higher rate of
validity in answers to interview questions. Every individual participant was assigned a letter
name such as administrator A or teacher A, while no legal names will be used. Before
participation, the participants were adequately informed of the nature and process of the study.
Checking for adequate reporting and consent provides support for ethical considerations and the
vulnerability of participants (Young et al., 2018). No data will be gathered before the
institutional review board’s (IRB) approval of the study. The IRB exists to protect the rights of
human participants, and the researcher must have full approval before beginning the work
(Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). Transcribed interviews were checked for accuracy by a second party
software known as Otter Voice Meeting Notes. The digital transcription allows for a second
accuracy check from the researcher’s review.
Each section of the methodology is written in detail to allow future researchers to transfer
this single case study. Transferability is the ability to transfer research findings into other useful
contexts, depending on the similarities (Leavy, 2017). Although Saldaña and Omasta (2018)
argued that a case study does not always allow for generalizability, this exploratory single case
study could be transferable to other contexts. Yet, it is not generalizable to a broader context.
Confirmability concerns the researcher’s ability to remain objective (Yin, 2018). Yin also
indicated that to apply confirmability, the researcher would utilize reflexive notes to avoid
inputting bias into data collection and analysis. DeVaney et al. (2018) identified confirmability
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as minimizing objectivity by cross-validating data to minimize bias. The researcher practiced
reflexive notes as an alternative means to minimize bias.
Researcher’s Role
There are various roles the researcher takes to ensure a proper investigation into the
exploratory single case study. The researcher must first gain informed consent from all
participants (Saldaña & Omasta, 2018). The researcher needs to inform and ensure the
participant’s consent. Saldaña and Omasta stated that participants needed to understand the study
and consent to participate or withdraw from participation without consequences. Furthermore,
the researcher must provide confidentiality. Saldaña and Omasta (2018) stated that
confidentiality ensures anonymity for the participants, protecting the data and the participants. I
was the only one with access to the transcripts and the Otter voice system, along with field notes
and the SurveyMonkey system was used to store the questionnaire responses. The data were
stored in a secure online database via the voice recording tool and an external drive only
accessible by the researcher in a location only known by me.
In conjunction with providing the participants with the proper information, anonymity,
and consent, the researcher must also assume the role of the data collector. The role of the
researcher is to be an objective data collector. The researcher must utilize various sources of data
collected through interviews and questionnaires to have proper data to analyze. The researcher
must also analyze the data without the input of his or her bias. Therefore, I practiced reflexivity.
The practice of reflexivity is included for the researcher to document feelings, impressions, or
assumptions. Leavy (2017) stated reflexivity notes allow the researcher to process and comment
on feelings or ethical dilemmas concerning the data. Yin (2018) reported that just being aware of
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reflexivity allows for a better case study interview. The reflexive notes provided me with areas to
consider when conducting data analysis so that the data will not be influenced by bias.
Ethical Considerations
I did not collect any data before meeting approval of Abilene Christian University’s
(ACU) institutional review board. For confidentiality to be achieved, the researcher provided an
informed consent letter approved by the IRB committee (see Appendix A) detailing the nature of
the study, participants’ role, and the researcher’s role. The consent letter also provided
assurances of anonymity. Throughout the research, participants was referred to as letters:
administrator A or teacher A. Each participant was identified as a different letter in the sequence.
The school was identified as the site school because this is an exploratory single case study. This
exploratory single case study presents minimal risk based on IRB approval to the study
participants. Based on only the participants’ answers, data were utilized for analysis from
interviews and questionnaires while still maintaining anonymity. The data from the participants
was securely stored through a digital database on the software Otter Voice Meeting Notes and
SurveyMonkey.com, which is password protected, and only I know the password. In
conjunction, any records or spreadsheets of data were stored on an external drive only available
to me and in a secure location away from the sample site.
A letter of consent was obtained by the district superintendent to acquire permission to
use the selected sample site and recruit participants. Participants were approached through a
preliminary email detailing the nature and design of the study. A follow-up consent letter (see
Appendix D) pending interest from the initial email was sent to each participant for signature. An
electronic signature may be required via Adobe PDF software if the participants are unavailable
to sign the consent letters face-to-face. All participants were fully informed in a detailed consent

59
form that was approved by the ACU IRB, and I did not collect any data until the ACU IRB had
fully approved the study.
Assumptions
According to Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018) assumptions are issues that are found
throughout the study that are assumed to be general knowledge or reasonably accepted.
Therefore, steps to avoid assumptions were taken in discussing the validity and reliability
through the triangulation of data. Yin (2018) stated that triangulation collects data from different
sources to strengthen the study and counter bias. I assumed the data collected from the interviews
and the questionnaire were accurate descriptions from the participants. I assumed the data
collected represented the participant’s authentic experiences and knowledge. I also assumed that
a summary of results and analysis would provide a credible and valid context from which to
understand the exploratory single case study without including bias.
Limitations
Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018) defined limitations as any study concern that is out of
the research’s control but still may affect the study’s design, results, and conclusion. The
limitations of the study exist in the nature that this is an exploratory single case study. Therefore,
the results will not be generalizable to larger populations (Yin, 2018). Ishak and Abu Bakar
(2014) stated that regardless of the sample size, the study only represents its unique context and
the phenomenon being studied but may be replicated further by future research. Another
limitation is the data for this study will only apply to rural, remote secondary schools and the
service toward ELL populations under 20 individuals per grade level. Other sizes and
populations of ELLs should not fit the parameters for comparison to this single case study’s
nature. Additionally, the quality of ELL services from school to school differs in the descriptions
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of actions. Therefore, the study’s findings represent the exploratory single case study of the
selected school in a rural, remote secondary setting in East Texas.
Delimitations
Delimitations of the study exist in the method of utilizing an exploratory single case
study. Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018) defined delimitations as limitations that the author sets
themselves. In other words, the following delimitations are boundaries the researcher chooses for
the study’s objectives, research questions, variables under study, and sampling to be achieved.
This study could have been researched through various research designs. However, the
exploratory single case study was chosen to describe the how and why of this particular context.
The purposive and convenience sampling was used to allow for data from both the campus
leader, principal, ESL coordinators, and teachers to fit the study’s context and nature. Also, the
data collected through this exploratory single case study depends on how forthcoming the
participants’ responses were. The research questions and variables were chosen to fit the context
and nature of the study and investigate the actions campus leaders and principals take to support
the needs of their rural, remote secondary ELL population.
Chapter Summary
The methodology of this exploratory single case study provides a research design,
interview structure, participant description, and data analysis process, as well as establishing
validity and trustworthiness. The interview process, transcribing, and coding provide ethical
validity checking for bias and ensuring anonymity. Therefore, this methodology provides insight
into the principal leaders and teacher influences and decision-making that affects the ELL
population within the selected school in rural, remote East Texas.
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It is necessary to understand the actions that campus leaders in administrative positions
take in serving ELLs in a rural, remote secondary school in East Texas. The purpose of this
exploratory single case study is to identify campus leader actions to provide professional
development and how leaders act per state and federal policies to serve ELL students in school
A. However, the results for this study will not be generalizable to broader populations. The
design and method of the study may be transferable to similar settings with the same context.
Consequently, further research into the rural, remote secondary campuses that serve less than 20
ELLs per grade level is needed.
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Chapter 4: Results
This qualitative exploratory single case study was to identify the campus leaders’ actions
toward promoting the professional development of ELL practices in rural, remote Texas
secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. The study utilized a questionnaire
and semistructured interview of campus leaders and teachers to direct ELL students and services.
The participants consisted of four individuals in administrative roles and six teachers, all with
varying levels of experience. This study focused on ELL services and support in a rural, remote
secondary school in East Texas, emphasizing professional development, pedagogy, and
practices. Data collected at school A describes the actions the campus leadership took to enforce
professional development, support the use of the English language proficiency standards (ELPS),
and understand the instructional decisions made to meet the needs of the rural, remote secondary
ELL population.
In this chapter, I analyze the data collected from 10 participants from school A, a rural,
remote secondary school in East Texas. This chapter also includes a summary of the data
collection process. Themes emerged from theme coding and process coding of both the
questionnaire and the interview responses. The following are the research questions reviewed
and aligned with the questionnaire and interview responses (see Appendices B & C).
Summary of the Data Collection Process
The data collection process started with a purposive and convenience sampling of
participants. The participants were chosen based on their location and interaction with the ESL
population. Site determination fell within the defining parameters of the Texas Education
Agency’s definition of rural and remote. The setting parameters included school A with a student
population of less than 250 and ELL populations less than 20 individuals per grade level for the
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entire school district. The participants had four individuals in administrative positions and four
teachers within the site described. The administrative and teacher participants ranged in levels of
experience from less than one year to over 20. The teachers ranged in experience from two to
over 35 years.
An expert panel of two individuals with PhD levels of education at two institutions
reviewed the interview and questionnaire questions. Each expert panel individual concurred with
the questions’ appropriateness to the participants concerning the research questions. The
participants were emailed the questionnaire via the secure Internet platform SurveyMonkey.com.
The interview questions were posed via phone or Zoom and recorded over OtterVoicenotes.com.
One interview had a poor connection and was paused and resumed later with proper safety
protocols enforced. After the interview completion, I verified the transcription and coded the
responses with process and theme coding. The following research questions guided the
questionnaire and interviews and the analysis process.
Research Questions
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote secondary
schools in East Texas?
RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?

64
The following sections describe the answers to the questionnaire and interviews along
with emergent themes from analysis.
Participants
The participants consisted of four administrative roles and six teacher perspectives—the
individuals in each group varied by years of experience at school A. One teacher out of the 11
participants declined to participate. Another teacher was selected to participate in reaching
saturation, guiding a total of 10 participants. Each participant was given a letter to protect the
participant’s identity and was identified as either teacher or administrator. The data provided
reflects the participant’s current involvement with the English as a Language Learner student
population at school A. A variety of participant roles and experience levels provided the single
exploratory case study with various experiences to guide data analysis and give an overall picture
of the involvement of leadership with the ELL services. The participants were selected to consist
of four individuals in an administrative role and six teachers in the classroom setting. The
subjects they taught consisted of English Language Arts classes, while the administrators ranged
from assistant principal, principal, and assistant superintendent. All participants had at least five
years of experience in education and had worked at the school ranging from less than one year to
more than 30 years (see Table 1).
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Table 1
Participant Experience
Participant

Years in Education

Years at School A

Years in Current Role

Admin A

5

Less than 1

Less than 1

Admin B

27

20

19

Admin C

8

8

Less than 1

Admin D

16

6

1

Teacher A

5

4

4

Teacher B

5

1

1

Teacher C

43

30

30

Teacher D

24

24

24

Teacher E

15

5

5

Teacher F

4

2

2

Discussion of Findings
The questionnaire and interview both identified responses from the administration and
teacher perspective regarding the research questions about leadership actions toward supporting
ELL pedagogy and practice. Participants were sent the questionnaire via SurveyMonkey.com. A
follow-up email was sent two weeks past the first notice’s initial date to ensure participation. All
the participants answered the same questions in the interview. The interview questions were
given in a semistructured format to allow participants and me to pursue deeper questioning if
necessary for clarity on any particular question. Through the data analysis process, the
questionnaire and interview responses were the first process coded to show the actions the
leadership took to promote the development of ELL students at school A. Then the process codes
were theme coded and aligned with the three research questions. The themes that developed
through in-depth analysis provide insight into the actions that campus leaders take to enforce
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professional development and enhance the teaching of ELL pedagogy in a rural, remote
secondary school. The summary of findings is organized by each research question.
Research Question 1
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
The purpose of Research Question 1 was to describe the actions that administrators take
to enforce and promote professional development specific to the ELL pedagogy. The themes that
emerged from this research question yielded results of professional development not being at the
forefront of the administrator’s priorities and not being pursued by the teachers unless personally
motivated.
Theme 1: Professional Development Not Required
After analyzing the questionnaire and interview data, the campus leader’s actions
indicated little to no professional development required yet still supported. Administrators and
teachers both indicated that professional development is necessary for better instruction of ESL
students. Both teachers and campus leaders felt that professional development is available, yet
there was no push or pressure to attend professional development for ESL pedagogy and
practice. Teachers and campus leaders felt the professional development was available or that
other professional development had helpful strategies woven in, but making the connection to
servicing the ESL population is not made.
Through the questionnaire data, the attendance for professional development stood at
50% having attending ESL professional development in the past five years and 50% not having
attended professional development. When defining how many hours are required, the variance in
answers ranged from more than eight hours to zero hours (see Table 2).
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Table 2
Hours of Professional Development Required
Hours

%

0

50

1–2

20

3–4

10

4–6

10

6–8

0

8

10
The questionnaire gave specific professional development topics that the participants

could mark as having received over the past 10 years. Professional development specified by the
questionnaire included culturally responsive practices, second language acquisition, researchbased instructional practices, ELPS, and program placement and exit criteria. As shown in Table
3, family and community involvement strategies, ELL teacher evaluation, and ELL identification
processes were not scored as being a part of professional development. Table 3 demonstrates the
percentage of attendance by the participants at the time of employment at school A to the
present.
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Table 3
Professional Development Attended
Category

%

Second language acquisition

33.33

Culturally responsive education practices

16.67

Family and community involvement strategies

0.00

Research-based instruction methods for ELLs

50.00

Assessment practices for ELLs

33.33

ELLs in special education

33.33

ELL teacher evaluation
Evaluation of general education teachers with ELLs in their

0.00
16.67

classroom
The ELPs English language proficiency standards

83.33

The Texas ESL program exit criteria

16.67

The Texas ELL identification process

0.00

Response to intervention (RTI) for ELLs

50.00

Theme 2: Support by Administrators
In the interviews, support surfaced as a theme from the administrative and teacher
perspective. Administrators indicated that enforced was more of an expectation and that other
areas of professional development served the purpose of catering to the ELL population.
Administrator B responded to the enforcement of professional development by describing the
influence the administrator has over professional development. The principal indicated there had
not been specific training on ELL pedagogy and practice. He described that other trainings such
as Marcia Tate, relationship building, and AVID WICOR strategies are good teaching practices
that transfer toward helping all students. Administrator D stated that professional development is
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largely embedded in other professional development such as AVID and shelter in place
instruction. She did not comment on her role but spoke on the role of the campus principals.
Administrator D indicated that teachers would benefit from professional development specific to
ELL pedagogy and practice, yet it was a piece of strategy already in place. Administrator D
explained that enforcement of attendance to specific professional development was an
expectation; however, noncompliant teachers would be given a memorandum to place in his or
her file. Administrator A and C agreed that with a more limited experience in their current role,
no professional development actions to enforce attendance specifically to ELL pedagogy had
taken place.
Theme 3: Teacher View of Support
Five out of six teachers indicated that no professional development specific to ESL
instruction was required or encouraged. One teacher found that professional development for
ESL was related to curriculum resources training. When asked about professional development
support, teacher A stated that she only received emails that were general and from the regional
center. However, the teacher had not been to an ESL professional development in the previous
two years. She stated that any ESL professional development she received was examples of
curriculum content. The curriculum training provided pieces to the materials that support ELLs.
However, the training was specific to the curriculum and not ESL pedagogy and practice.
All teachers felt that professional development for ESL was available, yet the
administration did not push or enforce professional development attendance specific to ESL
pedagogy and practice. When asked through the interview, the campus leader’s involvement with
the professional development of teachers for ESL instruction, teacher B indicated they had no
idea there was any professional development. Teacher A stated that ESL professional
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development was not required and neither was ESL certification. She stated the pull out program
was under the direction of the ESL coordinator and she had no idea what they needed. Teacher B
stated she felt professional development for ELL pedagogy and practice would benefit teacher
use in their classroom but the campus leaders had not taken any action to enforce this specific
professional development. Teacher C stated because the population is small, there is not a push
or necessity to attend professional development for ELL, but in transparency, said school A does
very little to enforce or promote professional development for ESL instruction. Teacher D stated
that in the 24 years of employment at school A, she had received zero hours of professional
development for ESL instruction. When the administration encourages professional
development, teacher E stated that anytime a workshop is available at the regional center, the
administration makes it available to all staff members. It is the choice of the teachers to attend
the professional development relevant to their teaching position. Teacher E also stated that
whenever there is on-campus training the administrators are present and have a sign-in sheet for
attendance. Over the past five years, teacher F stated she had attended professional development
for ELL pedagogy and practice, but not in the past two years while working at school A.
Theme 4: Accountability
Teachers felt professional development is needed to provide quality instruction, yet they
also indicated they were not mandated to attend ESL-specific professional development.
Teachers felt the responsibility is left to the campus leadership to provide accountability to
service ESL students. Responsibility to understand and cater to the ESL population was left to
the ESL coordinator and not the classroom teacher. Teacher C stated that monitoring of
instructional practices of ELL students had not been presented as a job duty of his. He indicated
the administration stated the ESL student was not his problem, and it was the ESL coordinator’s
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matter and she was to monitor those students. Teacher A stated that ESL professional
development was not required, and neither was ESL certification. She stated the pull out program
was under the direction of the ESL coordinator and she had no idea what they needed. Teacher E
stated the only mandatory training for ELLs is done by the ESL coordinator teacher by updating
teachers on the new laws regarding servicing ELLs. Teacher F stated that when keeping
accountable for professional development attendance, the administration had no accountability
measures to check for attendance. Teacher F indicated there was little to no pressure to addend
professional development for ELL instruction.
Campus leaders indicated they were available for support, but the teachers were
responsible for reaching out for support. Campus leaders feel it is not necessary to enforce
professional development when the need is not evident. Also, administrator D emphasized the
importance of not just attending professional development but also using the knowledge gained
to put into practice in the classroom. The accountability measures stated by administrator D
described were that administrators look for coaching opportunities to help support teachers’
needs, then provide expectations and accountability, and finally, a growth plan if needed to
ensure changes are made. Although administrator C indicated that professional development
would be beneficial to teachers, there was little done in the past seven years other than the ELL
coordinator briefly covering requirements, and the administrators did not require or enforce
attendance specific to ELL pedagogy. Administrator B emphasized the importance of
communicating an expectation of what training is required; however, no ELL professional
development is required at this time.
Table 4 shows what areas the teachers felt encouraged in having specific education
regarding the ELL population. In comparison, all areas were felt by the participants to increase
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professional development. However, although the percentage for growth in ELPS professional
development was less than what had been received, it was still among the highest categories,
including response to intervention strategies (RTI). The questionnaire yielded results to the
question of how does the teacher or principal feel encouraged to attend professional development
specific to ELLs. Participants checked all areas they felt applied to them and where they felt they
were encouraged to participate regarding professional development (see Table 4). However,
although encouraged to attend, 80% of participants answered no to receiving professional
development specific to the ELPS.
Table 4
Encouraged Areas of Further Professional Development
Category

%

Second language acquisition

40.00

Culturally responsive education practices

30.00

Family and community involvement strategies

40.00

Research-based instruction methods for ELLs

40.00

Assessment practices for ELLs

30.00

ELLs in special education

40.00

ELL teacher evaluation

10.00

Evaluation of general education teachers with

20.00

ELLs in their classroom
The ELPs English language proficiency standards

50.00

The Texas ESL program exit criteria

30.00

The Texas ELL identification process

20.00

Response to intervention (RTI) for ELLs

70.00
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Research Question 2
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote secondary
schools in East Texas?
The purpose of this research question was to focus on the English Language Proficiency
Standards, a set of standards set to help ELL students as a guide for teachers to use to promote
English language proficiency in the classroom. The questionnaire responses indicated the overall
familiarity the participants had with the ELPS, and the interview questions indicated the actions
and utilization of the ELPS by the teachers and the campus leader’s actions to monitor the use of
the ELPS from their teachers.
Theme 1: Unclear Expectations
Campus leaders indicated that clear expectations for professional practice are necessary.
Campus leaders new to school A indicated they did not know the expectations for the use of the
ELPS. Administrator A responded to the second research question on the use of the ELPS and
that as of right now, at school A, there was no push or influence to use the ELPS. Administrator
A understood that the ELPS are to be incorporated into the teacher’s classes and worked with
professional learning communities at other campuses, yet school A did not indicate the use of
collaboration or the use of the ELPS in any capacity. Administrator B indicated a moderate
challenge to implementing the ELPS and providing support for ELL teachers using the ELPS.
Also, administrator B responded to the familiarity with effective instructional practices of ELLs
as not being familiar at all. Administrator B described the expectation for the use of the ELPS
was more of what was needed to serve the student best but disagreed with describing it as
influence or pressure. He stated that to support the teachers and students, the teachers need to
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reach out with a needs assessment, and then the administrator would find resources to help
everyone be successful. The administrator is there to help his teachers but, at the moment, needs
more education on how to help support his teachers. In order for administrator B to be helpful
and supportive, there has to be an open line of communication between the teachers’ needs and
how the administrator B could help. Support of the ELPS comes from the LPAC meetings and is
communicated to those who service the ELL students.
Administrator C indicated a significant challenge to implementing the ELPS in lessons
and providing services to ELLs. Furthermore, administrator C indicated that the ELPS are rarely,
if ever used during instruction. The second research question indicates administrator C’s
involvement with the ELPS. From a teacher’s perspective, administrator C indicated that she did
not know who the ELL students were until TELPAS. The TELPAS is a spring administered test
(Texas Education Code, 2020). Administrator C discussed that meeting the needs of the ELLS
was difficult due to not knowing who they were and not using the ELPS. She did not feel
supported to use the ELPS and, as an administrator, has not had any direction as to what is
needed to support the use of the ELPS during instruction. She indicated that new teachers are
offered very little support and speculate they do not know anything about the ELPS or what is
expected from their use. To support the needs of the teachers through the use of the ELPS,
administrator D indicated it is the principles responsibility to be aware of the ELPS and to know
what to look for when structuring walkthroughs and checking on the use of the ELPS.
Theme 2: Teacher Lack of Knowledge
Teachers felt there was a lack of communication and clear expectations regarding the use
of the ELPS in assisting with English Language development. The teachers indicated there was
no push, pressure, or expectation to use the ELPS. One teacher did indicate using the ELPS in
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lesson plans, but the other five teachers either had not heard of the ELPS or had not been
expected to use the ELPS. Teacher A assumed the ESL teacher took care of what the ELPS was
and served them to the students. She said the ESL coordinator would check to see if she needed
anything; however, there was no accountability to use the ELPS. Teacher B was unaware of any
systems in place to monitor English proficiency levels of ELLs but stated that input from
teachers was a source for the school to monitor English proficiency levels. One teacher indicated
there were was no help to utilize the ELPS and it was a significant challenge to implement the
ELPS into instruction.
When asked in the interview about the use of the ELPS, teacher C stated he had not been
asked or pressured to use the ELPS and he did not feel supported, but clarified he was unsure as
to why he was not more involved with the ESL students and the person who is involved is
probably doing a great job. When using the ELPS for instruction, teacher C stated the use and
monitoring using the ELPS are left up to the teacher, but the campus leadership does not check
that the ELPS are being used. Teacher C stated they were unaware of the ELPS, and when asked
about instructional decisions, the same answers presented themselves.
Little to no knowledge was indicated about what school A does to relate the ELPS to the
student learning objectives and growth. However, teacher D indicated on the survey they did not
know about the use of the ELPS but did not find a challenge to implementing the ELPS in
instruction. Continuing the interview about using the ELPS for instruction, teacher E stated there
was no pressure to use the ELPS, but there was an expectation for the teachers to know exactly
how to service all students. Using the ELPS in lesson planning was described by teacher E as one
way teachers are showing they are meeting the needs of their ELL students.
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When asked about feeling supported to use the ELPS, teacher E stated she felt she could
go to either the ESL coordinator or the administrator to receive resources to help the ELL
students in the class. When asked to describe the use of the ELPS for instructional needs, teacher
F stated the administrator or principal was available to help but that she, the teacher, had done
the research on her own and acquired resources herself to teach students who were less proficient
in English. Teacher F does not feel pressure to use the ELPS, but also thinks there is no pressure
because there is not a large enough population to use the ELPS.
Both administration and teachers felt it was the ESL teacher’s job to learn and use the
ELPS and any practices regarding teaching the ELL students. However, the ESL coordinator
declined participation and indicated the program was insufficient and did not provide adequate
services to the ESL population. Figure 1 represents the knowledge teachers and administrators
know about how teachers are writing learning objectives using the ELPS based on student
growth. The participants indicated that 55.5% did not know if ELL teachers wrote studentlearning objectives using the ELPS based on student growth in language development, and 50%
did not know if teachers wrote student-learning objectives in other content areas such as math
and reading (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Bar Graph of Percentage of Teachers Who Write Student-Learning Objectives

Research Question 3
RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
The purpose of this research question was to examine the instructional decisions made to
meet the needs of the ELL population and what factors influence those decisions.
Theme 1: Small Population
The small population of the rural, remote secondary school occurred in responses
throughout the interviews. Both campus leaders and teachers stated that the population was small
and that over the years did not know which students were ESL students. Both teachers and
campus leaders felt the population was a determining factor in the decisions regarding the ESL
population and their services. Veteran teachers indicated the population had grown over the
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years, yet teachers and campus leaders’ involvement stayed the same. At the same time, new to
school A, teachers and campus leaders indicated communication or support regarding the ESL
population had not improved.
Administrator B explained there was no sense of urgency to intervene more with the ESL
population because the numbers are very low. In his opinion, he stated that knowledge to help
the ELL population was not needed unless the occasion arose, but there is a necessity to improve
on the areas of professional development and support for ESL students. Administrator B noted
that over the last 20 years, the Hispanic population has grown, and the district as a whole needs
to gain better knowledge on how best to serve the ELL population. In addition, he stated ELL
students are receiving the services needed, but more can be done to truly help kids grow.
Teacher A also indicated the difference between when she first started and now is the
population of ELL students, whereas in the past she had a few and now she has none. Teacher A
indicated she had no inkling of who the ELLs are or if there are any. Teacher C stated he could
not recall having ESL students in the class in the past two years. Teacher C described the
school’s demographics and that from 1978 to the present, the Hispanic and African American
populations were minimal but have increased in the last 10 years. Teacher C indicated he has had
few ELL students, and the ones that had a language barrier were the foreign exchange students.
Teacher C stated that because the population is small, there is a disconnect between how the
program is run and the kids in class and it was its own separate program. Teacher C discussed
that he felt the reason for his lack of involvement with the ELL students or population is because
the population is so small. In fact, through all of the administrative changes, there has not been
an emphasis on the ESL population. Teacher F stated she was sure that instructional practices
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would be promoted if the student population of ELLs was larger; however, because the
population is so small, the implementation of monitoring is not necessary.
Theme 2: Instructional Decisions Need Data
Campus leaders felt that the campus checkpoints and state assessment data provided
information to make instructional decisions for the ESL population. Administrator B indicated
that instructional decisions were based on assessment data and were monitored through meetings
of both staff and administrators. Instructional decisions faired the same responses from
administrator C. The responses indicated that there was no support or monitoring of practices
regarding ELL instruction. Regarding the third research question, administrator D discussed that
looking at student data and looking at progress provided individuals involved in the instructional
decisions with the information needed to support each student. She stated that looking at the data
determines trends and action steps needed to drive instruction. Once lower performance
indicators are found, then training on ELL strategies and instructional strategies specific to the
teachers’ subject area are found to support the students. Administrator D also indicated it is a
combination of both the teacher and principal to recognize the needs and understand why and
what training they are receiving. Teachers meet with principals over checkpoint data and
consider all populations and what supports are needed for instruction.
Teachers also agreed that checkpoints and assessment data such as the TELPAS and
STAAR provide insight into any student’s ability level. Yet, both the campus leaders and
administrators had no idea as to what those instructional decisions were regarding the population.
Teachers indicated they made instructional decisions on their own and the campus leadership is a
standard third-party support if needed, yet not to interfere. From a teacher’s perspective of
administrator C, she stated that nothing is done to promote ESL pedagogy and practice for ELL
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students. Teacher D explained the ELL students in the class are treated the same as the other
students in the class. Teacher D evaluates the Lexile scores and makes sure there is growth in
writing samples from the beginning of the year to the end. Teacher F stated that checkpoints for
every student are evaluated, and the English teachers discuss which students need help and what
they can do to help those students struggling on those checkpoints. The principals and campus
leaders then look at the data from the checkpoints and support the teacher’s instructional
decisions. Teacher F described that the campus leaders trust the teachers to provide services to
students.
Theme 3: Communication
Communication seemed to be an area that lacked substance for both administration and
teachers. Campus leaders indicated although they are there for support, it is up to the teacher to
reach out for that support. The teachers indicated there had not been a need for support because
of the smaller population of ELLs, and it has not been necessary for teachers to seek out support.
Teachers and campus leaders indicated they had no idea how the program was run, who was
involved, who was in charge, or what was necessary for that student population. A disconnect
was evident in the responses indicated in Figure 2. Campus leaders felt instructional practices are
provided, yet there is a disconnect communicating those practices are effective with the ESL
population. Therefore, it seems no support or emphasis is given to the ESL population.
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Figure 2
Bar Graph of Staff Members Responsible for ELL Education

Administrator D said the principal needed to be aware of the student population and their
needs and look for those supports in the classroom, then having authentic conversations with
teachers to support their use. Administrator D emphasized the training the teachers have received
is a great toolbox, but reminded teachers that the teaching strategies learned connects to ELL
pedagogy and practice is the district’s shortcoming.
Teacher B stated she had no idea if there were ELLs in her class because the students in
her class spoke English well. She stated the only direction she was given was to look in
Eduphoria, a documentation software to identify the needs of the students. If she needed help,
she would have to ask for it. The need to monitor or adjust to the ELL student was not
communicated. Teacher C indicated the administration stated the ESL student was not his
problem, but was the ESL coordinator’s matter and the coordinator was to monitor those
students. Teacher C further explained that no one had come to him in the last 10 years to monitor
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or check on ESL students. He described that when first starting at school A, ESL was a big deal
and that he had ESL kids in the class, but every year an ESL student had been in his class, he
was only asked for writing samples. Over the years, the services offered were provided out of
class and never communicated to the teacher as to what was needed to improve pedagogy and
practice. Teacher D did not know how or if her instructional decisions were monitored but
thought the ELL coordinator was responsible for these decisions. Teacher D stated the ESL
coordinator never came to discuss the program with her, the teacher, and it was a standalone
program. Upon further inquiry, teacher D stated she did not have to monitor the study for ESL
purposes. Teacher D summarized that teachers are on their own island and there is little to no
communication between the teacher and the ESL coordinator, not because of lack of
communication, but because the population is minimal.
The questionnaire data indicated that 70% of participants found the ELL teacher and the
general education teacher were primarily responsible for the education of ELLs (see Figure 2).
However, in the responses to the interview questions, participants stated the ELL coordinator did
not communicate with the teacher.
Chapter Summary
The purpose of this qualitative exploratory single case study was to identify the campus
leaders’ actions toward promoting the professional development of ELL practices in rural,
remote Texas secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. This chapter
identified the actions that campus leaders and administrators had with ELL students. The chapter
gave a synopsis of each questionnaire and interview. Each questionnaire and interview was
process and theme coded. The coded data were then broken up into themes relating to each
research question. The themes provided an understanding of the involvement of the campus
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leadership at school A regarding the rural, remote ELL population. The themes included a lack
of support and accountability for professional development at school A. Expectations for
utilizing the ELPs are unclear, and teachers are not held accountable for the use of the ELPs, and
the lower population influenced the instructional decisions made by the teachers and
administration. Finally, communicating support and instructional decisions depends on the
teacher’s data while the teacher provides services to the ESL population without effective
training or direction.
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Chapter 5: Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations
ELL students’ academic progress is measured by state standardized tests known as the
STAAR and TELPAS (Texas Education Agency, n.d.-d). ELL students receive services through
their institutions in acquiring English so they may make progress or meet standards on the state
assessment. This exploratory single-case study examined what actions and influence campus
leaders and principals have on meeting the ELL populations’ needs. The methodology of this
case study provided a research design utilizing a questionnaire and a semistructured interview.
The data analysis consisted of transcribing and coding while respecting the ethical validity and
anonymity of participants. The findings resulted in providing themes of campus leaders' actions.
Themes included: lack of support and professional development, unclear expectations regarding
English language proficiency standards (ELPS), and instructional decisions were dependent on
practical training and communication.
The purpose of this qualitative exploratory single case study identified the campus
leaders’ actions toward promoting the professional development of ELL practices in rural,
remote Texas secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. Understanding the
level of knowledge concerning campus leaders’ actions on meeting the diverse needs of ELL
students in rural, remote secondary schools in East Texas brings new knowledge to help ELL
populations of 20 individuals or less. This qualitative exploratory single case study on campus
leaders’ descriptions of actions that influence pedagogy and professional development for ELL
teachers provides insight through a semistructured interview and questionnaire of both teachers
and administrators. Limitations to the study include the nature of the study is a single case study
examining one school in a rural, remote setting with a purposive and convenience sampling.
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Chapter 4 presented the results of the questionnaire responses and semistructured
interviews. The results produced process codes that were then the theme codes. Chapter 4
discussed the encouragement and engagement of teachers and administrators in professional
development participation specific to the ELL pedagogy and practice. The chapter also discussed
the results of themes, such as a smaller population influence. Accountability measures were
taken to monitor student’s growth and teacher engagement in services provided to ELL students.
In Chapter 5, I discuss the results based on the data and explanation provided and how
the findings connect to the conceptual framework of adult learning theory and leadership
influence on teachers providing services to the ELL population.
Discussion
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
The study’s findings yielded results that campus leaders can take to enforce and
encourage professional development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy. Whitworth and Chiu
(2015) stated that many factors mediate the effects of professional development, and it is the role
of the school leaders to facilitate professional development to influence teacher change and
student learning. However, Research Question 1 results were that teachers and administrators felt
attendance to professional development specific to ELLs was not required. Chang et al. (2017)
stated how a teacher perceives a change from the leadership is the attitude the teacher takes
toward change. The responses mimicked Chang et al.’s statement that the questionnaire and
interview responses produced themes of professional development not required, and support
from administrators, although present, was not emphasized. Whitworth and Chiu (2015)
emphasized that significant increases in student achievement resulted from professional
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development, especially in specific populations such as ELL students. Therefore, the themes
produced by Research Question 1 indicated that with no support or requirement of professional
development by leadership, ELL student achievement and teacher change in ELL pedagogy and
practice is less likely.
Another theme that emerged was that of the teachers’ perceptions of support by the
campus leadership. Teachers attend professional development based on motivation, background,
and experience (Whitworth & Chiu, 2015). The conceptual framework defined in Chapter 2
indicated the factors related to experience, background, and motivation influenced the attendance
and application of strategies learned at professional development. Theme 3 for Research
Question 1 provided responses that indicated that although professional development was
available, motivation to attend was not displayed by the teacher responses, and there was no
indication of a push by campus leaders to attend specific ELL professional development.
Therefore, without a push from campus leadership, teachers did not attend or know to attend
professional development to serve the ELL population better.
Whitworth and Chiu (2015) indicated that professional development delivered at the
district level is often short, with no follow-up, and ineffective. Responses by administrators
indicated that district professional development was offered; however, the contents and transfer
of knowledge from professional development to practice were not evident. Responses of not
understanding the program and lack of knowledge about who was accountable for teaching the
ELL population indicated a lack of communication between the teacher and campus leadership.
Chang et al. (2017) indicated that ineffective professional development neither changes teaching
practices nor improves student performance. The results indicated that the teachers felt
encouraged and that professional development was available. Still, 80% of the participants
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indicated not receiving any professional development. Therefore, with no or ineffective
professional development, teaching practices cannot improve to support the second language
acquisition of the ELL students.
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote secondary
schools in East Texas?
Both campus leaders and teachers agreed that clear expectations were necessary for the
success of their students. Although the expectations were different from the administrator and the
teacher, administrators felt the teachers needed to come to the administrators with questions or
concerns. At the same time, the teachers felt the administration had a lack of communication of
clear expectations for utilizing the ELPS. Baecher et al. (2016) stated that school leaders needed
to articulate specific teacher practices to improve ELL instructional practices. The responses by
participants indicated the opposite actions. Teachers indicated the administration did not
emphasize or require the use of the ELPS, while administrators indicated not supporting or
clearly expecting the use of the ELPS. Baecher et al. (2016) indicated that planning, instruction,
and lesson plan evaluation corresponded to higher student achievement with academic language
acquisition. Therefore, the lack of use of the ELPS and the lack of clear administrative
expectations support the conclusion that teachers do not provide adequate practices to support
English language acquisition. The conceptual framework indicates that professional development
push from leaders enhances teacher’s growth and practices to promote achievement. Yet, the
results of participants’ responses indicate there is a lack of push from leaders for professional
development. Therefore, the teacher’s growth and practices for using the ELPS is not evident,
and ELL student achievement suffers.
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RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
Rural contexts differ in issues for school leaders to promote positive instructional
decisions related to the ELL population (Hohner & Riveros, 2017). The responses of the
participants yielded two themes as factors influencing instructional decisions. First was the small
population as a result of the rural context. The smaller population affected the knowledge of the
program, the communication between teachers and campus leadership, and the services provided
to the ELL students. Preston and Barnes (2017) stated that a rural school’s success balances on
the local expectations and educational vision of the school district based on the leadership. This
study’s leadership indicated that the urgency to serve the ELL students is not evident based on
the small population. Teachers noted the smaller population of ELL students, and with this
smaller population, there was a lack of involvement with the ESL students. Fogle and Moser
(2017) stated that a teacher’s responsibility to those learning English is intimidating because of
their unfamiliarity with the language learning process. Teachers indicated that more could be
done to help the second language learners and improve areas of professional development and
services. Because of the rural nature of school A, Fogle and Moser (2017) supported there is
little opportunity for professional development to service ESL education. With limited
opportunity for rural teachers to participate in professional development, obstacles such as
professional practices and instructional decisions differ from teacher to teacher. The
questionnaire responses indicated an availability to attend professional development but not an
emphasis on attending professional development specific to ESL.
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Preston and Barnes (2017) stated that a connection exists between a clear focus on
instruction and high academic standards. The teachers’ responses stated that through testing and
checkpoints, although present, a clear focus was not evident in the language acquisition progress
measure but was evident in the standardized testing accountability measurement. Data indicated
by participants is important; however, the campus leadership is important to the institution’s
effect on student achievement (Preston & Barnes, 2017). The theme of limited communication
provided the institution’s effect on student achievement factors into the campus leadership’s role
in data analysis. The communication theme evident from the responses to Research Question 3
illuminated the campus leadership was responsible for communicating with the teachers over
data to make instructional decisions. Whitworth and Chiu (2015) agreed that successful districts
with student performance on standardized tests use the data analysis while actively involving
campus leadership to implement change. Preston and Barnes (2017) supported that campus
leaders are primarily responsible for promoting success regardless of the school size and location
through promoting a collaborative relationship. School A indicated through Theme 3 of Research
Question 3 that communication was lacking, and this result indicates that improvement is
warranted to improve ESL student success.
Limitations
Limitations of the study exist in the nature of the study, being an exploratory single case
study. Although the study may be replicated for further research, the study is unique and specific
to the sample and context. The study includes a single school, school A, with a population of
fewer than 20 ELLs per grade level, in a rural, remote area of East Texas with a student
population of fewer than 250 students. Alpi and Evans (2019) stated that a case study is not
generalizable. However, this research includes complexity and incorporates multiple streams of
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data combined in creative ways. Other population sizes of schools and ELL populations should
not fit within the nature of this exploratory single case study.
A further limitation exists in discussing results in the inferences and conclusions drawn
from the themes gleaned from responses. Yin (2018) stated the overall problem of making
inferences exists and threatens the study’s internal validity. The discussion should be seen as my
interpretation and, therefore, not generalized to all smaller populations in rural, remote secondary
schools since the results are not generalizable beyond the immediate study. Yin (2018) expressed
that establishing external validity depends on the appropriate theory and the study’s research
questions. This study’s research questions provide external validity for this exploratory single
case study, but may not be appropriate for other studies.
Two individuals with doctoral degrees reviewed the questionnaire and interview
questions to limit bias and inferences from conclusions drawn from the participant’s responses.
One is a professor at Gonzaga University and the other a professor at Texas A&M Commerce. A
third member holds a master’s degree. Each expert reviewer read through the questions sorted by
research questions and provided feedback to me. The experts agreed the questions were valid and
unbiased. Also, to further eliminate bias, I took reflexive notes during the interviews to exclude
any preconceived conclusions from the result analysis. An expert panel again reviewed the
questions, and the participants were provided anonymity to establish trustworthiness. Each
participant was reminded of the assurance of anonymity, and each participant was assigned a
letter to identify the participant. Also, each participant signed a consent form indicating his or
her willingness to participate in the study. Additionally, the IRB approved the study and said that
all rights were protected and I had full approval to gather and collect data.
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Implications
The findings of this exploratory single case study for this rural, remote setting provide
teacher and administration description of actions about training, practice, and communication
when it comes to servicing ELL populations that number less than 20 individuals per grade level
at school A. The purpose of this research was to identify the campus leadership actions and see
what is done to promote professional development and practices that influence the use of the
English Language Proficiency Standards and instructional decisions for the ELL population at
school A. This exploratory single case study provides findings unique to the remote, rural setting
of school A. At school A, the themes and discussion indicated that little to no professional
development was being provided to the general education teachers who service ELL students in
their classrooms. Additionally, the teachers and administration indicated that although
professional development was available, there was little to no support to attend ESL professional
development. Although research such as Fredricks and Warriner (2016) stated that teachers need
continued professional development and support to work with populations of learners, this
study’s findings indicate that continued professional development specific to ESL pedagogy and
practice and the ELPS was not evident.
Therefore, with no professional development for ESL pedagogy and practice or the ELPS
teachers in school A for this rural, remote setting, one can conclude that the services provided by
school A teachers to the ESL population do not follow common practices taught at professional
development. Teachers that did indicate training sought out the ESL or culturally relevant
professional development on their own without the help of the administration. The
administration influence indicated through the results section state the teacher must come to the
administration with concerns. Therefore, if the administration is waiting on the teacher’s inquiry
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and teachers are not inquiring because they are not expected to, neither party participates in
gaining better knowledge about ESL pedagogy and practice to service the ESL population.
The administration responses indicated that with data monitoring and open
communication, the students’ needs were met. For example, the administrators stated that school
A provided training to meet all student’s needs, but did not clarify how this helped specific
populations. The administrators noted they did not emphasize the connection between training
for all students and training for ESL students. Teacher’s responses through the questionnaire and
interview responded frequently they did not receive training specific to ESL instruction. Also,
the teachers did not feel it was necessary to pursue additional resources for the ESL population
because of the smaller population and limited emphasis from the administration. This indicates
this rural, remote school is lacking in servicing the ESL population because each group of
participants, the administration, and the teachers felt they did not have adequate support or
communication to serve the ESL population. Irby et al. (2018) stated that teachers need support
to feel comfortable using and implementing ESL strategies into academic achievement.
However, this study’s findings indicate that the teachers do not feel comfortable using ESL
strategies because they have no professional development in ESL pedagogy and practice. The
administration, although indicating availability for support, were not emphasizing the importance
of ESL professional development. Therefore, the cycle continues to where the administration
does not emphasize professional development or use of the ELPS, and teachers do not inquire
about serving the ESL population better because they are not expected to. The ESL students may
or may not receive adequate services in other classes outside of the ESL pull-out program.
The refusal of participation by the primary teacher for the ESL students and her demand
for nonparticipation creates a gap in understanding what services are provided to the ESL
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population for school A. The implication of the teachers’ results, indicating little to no
knowledge of the ESL program or services, indicates a breakdown in communication between
the ESL teacher and the other content teachers. Without clear expectations, the lack of
knowledge to provide services in other content areas to the ESL students at school A poses a
question of what and how are the content teachers helping ESL students in class outside of the
ESL teacher’s program. Fredricks and Warriner (2016) found that when ELL students do not use
vocabulary and language associated strategies in the mainstream program, a problem in learning
occurs. A breakdown in expectations and communications about the ESL students and ESL
program in this single exploratory case study indicates that a problem in services provided exists
and, ultimately, a problem in the students’ academic achievement exists.
A significant influence on participants’ responses was the population of ESL students in
the rural, remote setting. This study’s results indicate that the smaller population developed a
lack of urgency to explore the ESL program and participants. The implication that a smaller
population has on school A provides insight into the participant’s responses to attending
professional development, implementing the ELPS, and making instructional decisions. The
implication of a smaller population brings to the forefront that although a smaller population
exists, services are still needed for those few ESL students. The population of students should
not diminish the services provided to students.
Recommendations
The study implies that professional development is not emphasized for ESL pedagogy
and practice or the ELPS, which provide areas of recommendation. Irby et al. (2018) stated that
administrators need to consider ongoing and target professional development that supports ESL
strategies. The implications of a gap in meeting the needs of the ESL population at school A
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serve as a recommendation that school A’s administration needs to emphasize and consider more
professional development specific to ESL pedagogy and practice and the ELPS. Moreno-Recio
et al. (2018) found that training in ELPS is significantly important to a leader’s overall
effectiveness toward the overall academic achievement of the ELL population.
The implication that administration communication and support influences ESL academic
achievement recommends changes in administration actions. It is recommended that the
administration clearly communicate expectations for teachers with ESL students no matter the
population. The administration’s emphasis on professional development specific to ESL supports
the teacher’s use of approaches to successfully adapting instruction to meet the needs of the ESL
students. Razak et al. (2016) agreed that teachers need to be kept abreast of the changing
pedagogies to integrate effective teaching practices for ESL students.
The smaller population implication requires the administration to recommend evaluating
the services provided. Rural, remote settings provide smaller populations of students, such as
school A indicated. However, the ESL students at school A still require instruction. With the
implication that services are not adequate because the population is smaller, campus leaders need
to evaluate the school’s services are within the defining parameters of a rural, remote population
of ELL students. It is recommended that campus leaders consider the needs of the students and
examine the services provided.
Recommendations for Practical Application
The findings from this exploratory single case study provide practical recommendations.
School A provides a unique perspective on the rural, remote setting with a population of ESL
students numbering less than 20 individuals per grade level. The practical application for
administration to improve pedagogy and practice is to provide relevant professional development
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specific to the ELL population. It is recommended that school A mandate and highly encourage
its teachers to attend professional development specific to ESL pedagogy and practices as well as
the integration of the ELPS. Moreno-Recio et al. (2018) stated that school districts can increase
teachers’ efficacies by providing professional development in areas such as the ELPS.
It is also recommended that the administration support teachers in the instructional
decisions that support the needs of the ESL population. Moreno-Recio et al. (2018) found that
ESL students experience better achievement when using English in mainstream classrooms.
Therefore, the ESL students at school A would benefit from ESL strategies used in the
mainstream classroom. Administration supports teacher instructional decisions by providing
open communication about the needs of each ESL student. Additionally, the administration
needs to be aware of the lack of knowledge of their staff over the professional practices needed
to make ESL students successful. Jaffe-Walter (2018) suggests that leaders need to be aware of
the deficits in thinking the teachers have for the ELLs in class. In addition, the leaders directly
affect the educational opportunities available to the school’s ESL students and are the driving
force to hold the teachers and students accountable for their learning. Therefore, the
administration’s recommendations on looking at the student population of ESL students and
having open, supportive conversations about their teachers’ needs emphasizes support for the
ESL students. This means creating time and agendas to confer about the ESL students with the
mainstream teachers and the ESL teacher. School A should implement a strategic intervention to
clearly communicate the expectations of the ESL student population no matter the size. Also,
administration influencing the professional development specific to ESL instruction supports the
teacher and the student ESL population. Along with administrative efforts, the school district
may reach out to local resources such as community members, region service centers, and other
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institutions within proximity to support the needs of the smaller population of ESL students.
Seeking new and innovative ways to support the second language acquisition through
collaboration allows for school A to approach the needs of the ESL population from a different
perspective.
Recommendation for Future Research
Although it is recommended that administration influence professional development of
ESL pedagogy and practice, future research should discover which specific professional
development is most beneficial to improve instructional practices. Additionally, future research
should examine the best methods for administration to influence and support teacher’s growth in
improving instructional practices specific to ESL education. Future research is also
recommended on examining the influence that a small population has on policy and practice.
Each school is unique, and extending the scope of this single case study to other institutions of
the same size would allow for further data in understanding if the same gap of professional
development for ESL strategies is evident in more than only school A. The recommendation to
extend this single case study to multiple institutions could provide additional information in
providing varied professional development specific to the rural, remote setting and a smaller ESL
student population.
Chapter Summary
One student can have an impact on a rural, remote school district’s accountability
measure (Romo et al., 2018). Each student, no matter the population, attends school to learn, and
it is up to the teachers and administrators to support the learning of their students. The purpose of
this qualitative exploratory single case study was to identify the actions of campus leaders in
promoting the professional development and pedagogy of ELL services in a rural, remote
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secondary school serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. A gap exists between the leader’s
emphasis on professional development for ESL services and those needed to provide services to
meet the needs of the ELL students. The themes resulting from participant responses provided an
understanding of the campus leader’s actions at school A. The campus leader’s actions indicated
a lack of communication, influence, and emphasis on promoting professional development and
practice specific to the ELL population. The problem that campus leaders and teachers do not
know how to provide adequate services to their ELL students was demonstrated through this
study’s results.
Through the developed theme, including a lack of support and accountability for
professional development at school, teachers do not know how to support the ESL students in
their classrooms. The unclear expectations theme for utilizing the ELPS emphasized a gap in
communication in providing proper instructional practices for ESL students. Although the theme
that a lower population influences all the decisions regarding the ESL population, it was the
institution’s responsibility to examine the actions taken to support teachers of ESL students.
Although limitations to this exploratory single case study exist in the nature of the study,
examining one rural, remote school serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level, this study could
be replicated at other sites to examine campus leadership actions at similar institutions of the
same size. This study demonstrates significance in adding to existing literature emphasizing that
professional development for pedagogy and practice to service ESL students in rural, remote
settings is warranted. This exploratory single case study enlightens the growing body of literature
that campus leaders influence the achievement of their ESL population and that their influence
directly impacts the services provided to ELL students in a rural, remote secondary setting.
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Appendix B: Questionnaire
Please answer the questions below. Your responses will be kept strictly confidential. The
researcher will use data from the questionnaire to help determine what actions campus leaders
and principals take to meet the needs of the ELL population. All information will be reported in
aggregate and will not be traceable to a specific respondent. There will be no direct
consequences to you or your school as a result of your responses.
Background
Principal or teacher background questions
1. How long have you been principal, campus leader, or a teacher at your current school?
□ Less than 1 year

□ 4–5 years

□ 2–3 years

□ More than 5 years

2. Prior to becoming principal, campus leader, or teacher at your current school, did you
serve as principal at another school?
□ Yes □ No
3. In total, how many years have you been principal, campus leader, or a teacher at any
school? Your best estimate is fine.
[Dropdown menus will be used for a continuous response option starting with “less than
1 year”]
ELL and former ELL student populations
4. What percentage of students in your school are English Language Learners (ELLs)?
Your best estimate is fine.
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[Dropdown menus will be used for a continuous response option starting with “less than
5 percent”]
5. What percentage of students in your school are former ELLs? Your best estimate is
fine.
[Dropdown menus will be used for a continuous response option starting with “less than
5 percent”]
Research Question 1
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
6. In the past five years, have you documented professional development attendance for
ELL pedagogy?
□ Yes □ No
7. In the past five years, how many hours of professional development are you required to
receive regarding the instruction of ELL practice and pedagogy?
□ 1–2 hours

□ 6–8 hours

□ 3–4 hours

□ More than 8 hours

□ 4–6 hours

□ 0 hours

8. In the past five years, have you received professional development that is specific to
the education of ELLs? [Skip logic will be used]
□ Yes □ No (skip to question 10)
9.

In the past five years, in
which of the following
areas have you received
professional development
that is specific to the
education of ELLs?
(Check all that apply)

10. In which of the following
areas do you feel
encouraged or do you
encourage professional
development that is
specific to the education of
ELLs? (Check all that
apply)
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

Second language
acquisition
Culturally responsive
education practices
Family and community
involvement strategies
Research-based instruction
methods for ELLs
Assessment practices for
ELLs
ELLs in special education
ELL teacher evaluation
Evaluation of general
education teachers with
ELLs in their classroom
The ELPS English
language proficiency
standards
The Texas ESL program
exit criteria
The Texas ELL
identification process
Response to intervention
(RTI) for ELLs

Research Question 2
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote
secondary schools in East Texas?
11. In the past five years, have you received other professional development that is
specific to the ELPS?
□ Yes □ No □ Don’t know
12. Does your school have a system in place for monitoring the English proficiency
levels of ELLs?
□ Yes □ No □ Don’t know
13. How does your school monitor the English proficiency levels of ELLs? (Check all
that apply)
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□ Course grades
□ Input from teachers
□ State-mandated English proficiency
□ Input from parents’ exams
(for example, TELPAS for
□ Other (please
specify)__________________
ELLs)
□ State or local content area assessments (for example, reading or
mathematics assessments)
14. In your school, do ELL teachers write student-learning objectives using the ELPS
based upon student growth in the following
a. Language development?
b. Academic content areas such as mathematics and reading?

Yes
□
□

No
□
□

Don’t know
□
□

15. In your school, do teachers who are not ELL teachers but who have ELLs in their
classrooms write student-learning objectives using the ELPS based upon their ELL students’
growth in the following
a. Language development?
b. Academic content areas such as mathematics and reading?
16. For each of the following, please indicate
the degree to which it is a challenge in your
school.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

Identifying proper ELPS
Evaluating ELL teachers use of ELPS
Evaluating teachers who are not ELL teachers
but who have ELLs in their classrooms use of
ELPS
Implementing ELL instructional models as
they are intended to be implemented
Applying ELPS to lessons
Lack of resources available to devote to the
education of ELLs and properly implement
the ELPS
Implementing ELPS to provide services for
ELLs
Making time for general education teachers to
collaborate with ELL teachers to use the
ELPS

Yes
□
□

No
□
□

Don’t know
□
□

Not a
Slight
Moderate Significant
challenge challenge challenge challenge
at all

120
17. Are there other significant challenges in your school relating to the education of ELLs
using the ELPS?
□ Yes (please specify) _________ □ No ____________________________
18. How familiar are you with the research on effective instructional practices for ELLs?
□ Not familiar at all

□ Somewhat familiar

□ Not very familiar

□ Very familiar
Research Question 3

RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
19. In your school, which ELL instructional models are currently used? (Check all that
apply)
□ English as Second Language (ESL)
□ Sheltered Content Instruction
□ Collaborative ESL and general
□ Bilingual education
□ Other (please specify)

□ Two-way/dual language
□ Newcomer program
□ Don’t know

20. In your school, which staff members are primarily responsible for the education of
ELLs? (Check all that apply)
□ ELL teacher(s)
□ ELL teacher assistant(s)
□ General education teacher(s)
□ Guidance counselor(s)

□ Assistant principal(s)
□ Principal
□ Other (please specify) _____________

21. In your school, which staff members are primarily responsible for the education of
students dually identified as ELL and special education? (Check all that apply)
□ ELL teacher(s)
□ Special education teacher(s)
□ ELL teacher assistant(s)
□ Special education teacher assistant(s)

□ Guidance counselor(s)
□ Assistant principal(s)
□ Principal
□ Other (please specify)
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□ General education teacher(s)
Language Acquisition
22. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or
disagree with the statements about language
acquisition for ELLs.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Strongly Disagree Agree Strongly
disagree
agree

The acquisition of English is aided by the development
of native language literacy
ELLs learn English best when they are immersed in an
English-only environment
Teaching ELLs to read in their native language
promotes higher levels of reading in English
Providing native language support for ELLs helps
them to learn academic content
For both ELLs and native English speakers, the
acquisition of academic English is critical to success in
content areas
ELLs typically develop social English proficiency (for
example, ability to speak English with their peers)
more rapidly than academic English proficiency
ELLs who speak English fluently on the playground
should be exited from the ESL program

Teaching ELLs
23. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or Strongly
disagree with the statements about teaching ELLs. disagree
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

When teaching content to ELLs, teachers should
modify their instruction to account for ELL
students’ level of proficiency in the language of
instruction
Teachers who are not ELL teachers, but who have
ELL students in their classrooms, need special
training to teach ELLs effectively
If a teacher is effective with general education
students, they will be effective with ELLs as well
When teaching content to ELLs, teachers should be
encouraged to draw on the cultural experiences of
the ELL students
Teachers are most effective when they understand
the cultural backgrounds of their ELL students
Teachers should acknowledge cultural differences
when making sense of ELL student behaviors
The strategy that a teacher uses to discipline an ELL
student should depend on that student’s cultural
background
Teachers with ELLs in their classrooms should be
trained in culturally responsive education practices
Teachers with ELLs in their classrooms should be
trained in how to communicate with the parents of
ELLs
School leaders should work to build partnerships
with ELLs’ families and their communities

Disagree Agree

Strongly
agree
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Source: Grady, M. W., & O’Dwyer, L. M. (2014). The English language learner program survey
for principals. REL 2014-027. Regional Educational Laboratory Northeast & Islands.
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED545226
Survey is public domain and available for adaption and further use.
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol for Researcher
The interview protocol began with an informed consent document approved by the IRB
committee (see Appendix A). Each participant was reminded of the risk involved in
participating. Each participant was reminded that no names of schools or participants would be
disclosed. Each participant would receive a letter for confidentiality purposes. Also, each
participant was reminded of his or her voluntary participation and is free to withdraw at any time
or not respond without penalty at any time. Also, the recordings of the interviews will be
performed through Otter Voice notes and transcribed and secured by the researcher in an online
database only available to the researcher. Once the interview participant signs the consent
agreement, the researcher will set up a conference time via telephone or Zoom call at a
convenient time for the participant.
First Section
General questions regarding the campus leader, principal, or teacher participant.
A. How long have you been employed at School A?
B. What is your current position in School A?
C. How many years have you been assigned to your current position?
D. How many years of experience do you have in a campus leader role? (skip for
teacher)
E. How many years of teaching experience do you have in Texas?
Second Section
The focus of these questions is to understand the leadership style, actions, strategies, and
practices the campus leaders or principal takes. Participants will be asked to describe the style,
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actions, strategies, professional development, and practices that impact student learning and
teaching for ELLs.
RQ1. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
1. Could you please describe the campus leader or principal’s style of the leader’s
involvement with the ELL students within your school?
2. Could you describe the actions the campus leader or principal takes to promote
professional development for ELL instruction?
3. Share in detail if you think professional development on ELL pedagogy and practice
and would be beneficial for teachers to use in their classroom for ELL students?
4. What actions do you, as a principal or campus leader, take to enforce professional
development attendance specific to ELLs?
a. What actions does your principal or campus leader use to enforce your
attendance specific to ELL pedagogy?
RQ2. What are the descriptions of campus leaders’ actions taken for teachers to comply
with teaching the English language proficiency standards (ELPS) in rural, remote
secondary schools in East Texas?
5. Could you describe the amount of pressure or influence the campus leader or
principal places on meeting the needs of ELLs through the use of the ELPS?
6. How do you as a leader support teachers in meeting the needs of ELLs through the
ELPS?
a. How do you as a teacher feel supported by the campus leaders or principal
to meet the needs of ELLs using the ELPS?
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7. What actions, as a principal or campus leader, do you do to support the use of the
ELPS?
a. How do you as a teacher feel supported to implement using the ELPS
during instruction?
RQ3. What instructional decisions do principals, ESL coordinators, or other campus
leaders require of teachers to meet the language development needs of the ELL population
specific to their particular rural, remote secondary campus in East Texas?
8. How are instructional decisions made in regards to the progress of the ELL
population?
9. How are the instructional decisions monitored and supported by the campus leaders
or principals?
10. Could you describe the actions the campus leader or principal takes to promote
practices and pedagogy that caters to ELL instruction?

Interview questions were adapted from other dissertations on similar subject matter and under
public domain for adaptation.
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Appendix D: Letter to Participants
Date: ________________
Dear _________________,
I am completing an exploratory single case study for my EdD in Organizational
Leadership from Abilene Christian University. This qualitative exploratory single case
study’s purpose is to identify the campus leader’s actions toward promoting the
professional development of English Language Learner (ELL) practices in rural, remote
East Texas secondary schools serving less than 20 ELLs per grade level. I would like to
request your participation in my exploratory single case study. Through this case study,
the results may offer insight into how to implement change to serve better small
populations of English Language Learners.
As part of the case study procedures, you will be asked first to complete an online
questionnaire about general knowledge of your institution’s English as a Second
Language program. The questionnaire will take approximately 15–20 minutes to
complete. Next, you will be asked to participate in an individual semi-structured
interview to gain your personal narrative insight into the actions taken to support ELL
students at your campus. The interview length will take between one to one and a half
hours to complete and take place remotely via Zoom or phone for your safety and the
researcher’s safety.
Your name will be changed to a pseudonym to offer confidentiality, and all
transcripts and recordings will be destroyed after completion of the dissertation. All
transcripts and recordings will be secured by the researcher and only available to the
researcher via a private login. Prior to the interview, the participant will be asked to
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provide verbal and written consent. Please see a copy of the enclosed written consent
form. You, the participant, also have the right to withdraw from the study without any
repercussions at any time. Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Annamarie Valdez
Doctoral Candidate, Abilene Christian University

